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| A Brief Narration of the Alterations made in the Engliſh Re- 


formed Service of the Euchariſt by K. Edw. VI. and Qu. Eli- 
zabeth. $. 1, 2, 3. | 


Three Obſervables concerning K. Edward's Declaration. $. 4, 5, 6. 


1. Contrary to the firſt Obſervable the Preſence of our Lord's Na- 
tural Body and Blood in the Euchariſt maintained 9 Calvin, 
Beza, and Engliſh Divines. $. 8, 9, 10, &«. to $. 18. 


2. Contrary to the ſecond Obſervable, the Reaſon given of our 
Lord's not being preſent ; namely, becauſe a Body cannot be intwe 
places at once, diſcuſſed, Where ; 

1. Proteſtants are ſhewn confeſſing the Preſence of our Lord ar 
ineffable Myſtery. 

2, That any ene ſceming contradiftion can n0 more be effetted by 
Divine Power, than another, or than many other the like may ; 
and therefore this, of the ſame Bodies being at the ſame time 
in ſeveral places, cannot by theſe Writers be denied a poſſibi- 
lity of being by the Divine power ſo verified. y. 21. 

3. That cheſs Writers muſt hold this ſeeming contradiftion true, 
or ſome other equivalent thereto, ſo long as holding a real ſub- 

ſtantial Preſence of the very Body of Chriſt to the worthy 
Communicant here on Earth, contradiſtintt to any ſuch other 
Real myey as implies only a preſence thereof in its virtue, 
efficacy, benefits, ſpirit. F. 23. 

The difference of Schoolmen concerning the Mode of Preſence in the 
Exchariſt. \. 24. ONE, 
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The Contents. | 
4. This Propoſition, of a Bodies not being in ſeveral places at 
once, by the more judicious Proteſt ants formerly not allowed to 
regulate their Faith, but only Divine Revelation. 4.28. 


3. Contrary to thethird Obſervable, That no Adoration 1s inten- 
ded, or due to any Corpor al Preſence, fhews. 

i. That, all granting Keeling and Adoration due to God the Fa- 
ther and the Son; not likely, that the Clergy will deny, That 
were there a Corporal x 4. of Chri(t"s Body in the Sacra- 
ment, then ſuch Kneeling and Adoration to be due. Y. 39. 

2, Corporal Preſence denied (that is with the ordinary properties 
of a Body) yet if any other Preſence (whatever name be given 
it) as Real as one Corporal, be aſſigned from Divine Revela- 
tion, Adorativa, thus, no leſs due.. QF. 40. 

3. That the Church of England hath heretofore believed, and 
maintained ſuch Preſence, as they allowed, adorable. \. 41. 


Some Replies that may be returned to this Diſconrſe, conſidered. 


I. That #ot the Eſſence of the Body of our Lord is denied in the Eucha- 
wriſt, but its corporal manner of Ee $.48. This granted by all. 
2. That, naturally, Chriſt's Body cannot be at once in many places, 
tho ſupernaturally zt may ; and therefore is here denied to be in 
the Exchariſt. 

I. The truth of ſuch Exception is denied ; ſince, if God can 
make the Eſſence, or Subſtance of a Body to be in more places 
or ubi's than one at once; he can make all the properties or 
qualities thereof to be ſo too. F. 51. 

2. . Admitting this Exception for true, as alſo the firſt, yet henre 
no foundation of denying Adoration due to Chrift"s natural 
Body as being in the Euchariſt : which being, granted by theſe 
Replies to be there, tho" not after a natural manner, can be no 
A for this an objeft of Adoration. \. 52. 

3- That, Adoration to Chriſt's Body as realiy preſent in the Ewcha- 
rift is not denied, but only to any corporal Preſence there. 
I. If ſo; the Adoration ovght to have been expreſſed how due, 

as well as a Preſence denied. \. 5 4. 


Oppoſite Proteſt ant Teſtimonies produced from the ſame Authors afford 
us no relief”: ſince to free them from contradifting, either theſe here 
citta for Real Preſence muſt ftand; or, thoſe alledged for Zuinglia- 
_ " oppoſition te the general Tradition and. Doitrine of the,Fa- 

rs... 4. 55. 
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Concerning the RUBRICK of the Engliſh 
LITURGT. 


CHAP. I. 


A brief Narration of the Alterations made iz the Engliſh Reformed 
Service of the Euchariſt. 


; Fter that King Edward's former Liturgy had been cenſured by C *5 
many, eſpecially foreign Divines, as not ſufficiently purg'd, 
and removed to a right diſtance from the former errors, 
and ſuperſtitions of Popery, in the Fifth year of that King's Reign 
it ſuffered a Review and a new Reformation ; and then, among 
othey ghings, this following Declaratiox in the Adminiltration of the 
Lord's Supper, for the explaining of the Intentiog of the Church 
of Exgland, enjoyning kneeling at the receiving ofthe Communion, 
was de novo nlerted into it. 

Whereas it is ordained in this Office of the Adminiſtration of the 

Lord's Supper, that the Communicants ſhould receive the ſame kneet- 
ing, ( which Order i well meant for a ſinnification of our humble and 
grateful acknowledgment of the benefits of Chriſt therein given to ll 
worthy Receivers, and for the avoiding of ſuch profanation and diſor- 
der in the Holy Communion, as might otherwiſe enſue, ) yet, leſt the 
ſame kneeling ſhould by any perſons, either out of Ignorance and Infiv- 
zwity, or out of Malice aud Obſtinacy, be miſconſlrued and depraved ; 
it is here declared, that no Adoration is intended or ought to: be done 
unto azy Real and Eſſential Preſence of Chrifi”s natural Fleſh and 
Blood. For the Sacramental Bread and Wine remain ill in their ve- 
7: 7y natural Subſt ances, and therefore may wot be adored, ( for that were 
Þ, Idolatry to be abhorred by all faithful Chriſtians.) And the natural 
7 Boay and Blood of our Saviour Chriſt are in Heaven, and not here ; it 
4 being againſt the truth of Chriſt”s natural Boay, to be at oxe time iu more 
? places than one. 

There were al{o certain Articles of Religion compoſed under 
King Eawara, about the ſame time as the {zxcond Common Prayer 
Book was.. In one of which ( the .4r:#/e concerning the Lord's: 
Sypper ) is found this cxplicatory Paſfiraph, =----{0# 5s much 28 
| the. 


; — Px POOR ou 


f 
Wn 4 


+ Cenſura 
P- 476. 


* Concerning the Rubrick of the Engliſh Liturgy. 
the truth of Man's Nature requireth, that the ”"Y of one and the ſelf 


ſame Man cannot be at one time in divers places, but muſt needs be 11 
one certain place ; therefore the Body of Chriſt cannot be preſent at one 
ecauſe, as Holy Scripture doth 


made after the King's return in 4. D. 1661. at which time it was 
reinſerted. 

The ſame Q. Elizabeth's Divines, in their Review of theſe 4rti- 
les alſo, as they caſt the Declaration out of the Liturgy, ſo did 
they expunge this paſſage likewiſe, being of the ſame temper as 
- Declaration out of the Article ; which hath been omitted ever 

Ince. 

Again ; whereas King Edward's former Common-Prayer Book 
uſeth theſe words, (as they have deſcended from Antiquity) in de- 
-livering the Euchariſt, [ The Body of our Lord Feſus Chriſt preſerve 
thy Body and Soul to everlaſting if, ] the Compoſers of the ſecond in 
the fifth year of that King's Reign, ſuitable to their Declaration, 
which denies any Real or Eſſential Preſence of this Body in the Eu- 
chariſt, thought fit to remove this Form , and put inſtead there- 
of only theſe words, [ Take and eat this ( left without any ſubitan- 
tive) iz remembrance that Chriſt died for thee, and feed on him in thy 
heart with Faith and Thankſgiving, ] leaving out theſe words alſo of 
the former Conſecration-Prayer, [| And with thy Holy Spirit and 
Word wouchſafe to bleſs and ſanttifie theſe thy Gifts and Creatures of 
Bread and Wine, that they may be unto us the Body and Blood of thy 

mo#t dearly beloved Son Jeſus Chriſt. ] 

They omit alſo the Prie/f*s touching or handling the Pati or 
Chalice in the Prayer of Conſecration, required in the former Book, 
done according to Bucer's directions in his Cenſura p. 468. where- 
by ſeems to be avoided} the» acknowledging of any Preſence of 
Chriſt's Body and Blood with the Symbols : of which alſo Bucer 
ſaith *, Antichriftianum eſt affirmare quidquam his elementis aleſſ 
Chriſti, extrauſum prebitionis & receptionis. For the ſame reaſon 
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it ſeems to be, that the Glory be to God oz high, &c. and the Benedius 
5 venit in nomine Domini, after the Surſum corda, the one is trant- 
cred till after the Communion ; and the other omitted, differently 
from King Edward's firſt Form : likewife whereas it is faid in the 
former Litzrgy in the Prayer of Humble acceff, +--- Grant us ſo to eat 
the Fleſh of thy dear Son Feſus Chriit, and to drink his Blood in theſe 
holy myſteries ; the 24 omits theſe words [' in theſe holy myfteries.] 


But the Divines of Qu. Elizabeth in their Review, as they nulled $- 3-1-1+ 


the Declaration in the Common-Prayer Book, and purged the 28h 
Article of the forementioned explication ; ſo they thought fit to 
reſtore the former ejected Form in the adminiſtring of the Sacra- 
ment. [The Body of our Lord, &c. preſerve thy body and ſoul,] put- 
ting after it the later Form, --« [ Take and eat this in remembrance, 
&Cc. and feed ou him in thy heart with Faith and Thanksgiving.] But 
then, the new Lz#»rgy prepared for Scotland, and publiſhed A. D. 
1637. reCtifies and reduces many of the former things again to 
the firſt mode ; firſt reſtores thoſe words in the Conſecration [with 
thy Holy Spirit and Word wvouchſafe to bleſs, &c. that They may be un- 
to us the Body, &c.] ordering (again) the Presbyter that officiates, to 
take the Patin and Chalice in Nis hands ; and then takes quite a- 
way the words added in King Edward's ſecond Form in the deli- 
vering of the Myſteries [ Take azd eat this, &c.] and inftead there- 
of adds after the former words [The Body of 02x Lord, &c.] the Peo- 
pke's Reſponſe [ Amer, ] according to the cuſtom of Antiquity. 
(See Dionyſ. Alexanay. aud Enſeb. Hift. 7.1. 8. c. --- Leo Serm. 6. de 
Jejmnio 7" menſis. --- Auguſtin. ad Oroſinm 92ſt. 49.) ſpoken as a 
Confeſſion of their Faith, that they acknowledged that, which they 
received, to be Corpus Domini, [ Of all which Landenſium Autocata- 
criſis heavily complains ; obſerving ---- That in the Conſecration- 
Prayer are reftored the words of the Mais, whereby God is beſought by 
his Ommipotent Spirit fo to SanCtifie the 0514tion of Bread and Wane, 
that they may become to us Chriſt's Body and Blood. From which 
words ( ſaith he) aff ar uſe to draw the truth of their Tranſub- 
{tantiation. Wherefore the Engliſh Reformers [ 1. e. the latter in 
King Edward's days ] ſcraped them out of their Beoks ; but our Mew 
pnt them: fairly in. And good reafor have they ſo todo, For long ag3 
they profeſſed that, about the Preſence of Chritt's Body az4 Blood 77 
the Sacrament after Cenſecration, they are fully cgreed with Latherans 
and Papiits, except only at aut the formality axd mode of Preſezce, [here 
quoting Montagae's Appeal, p. 289. | 


Laftly; when the late Clergy 4. D. 1661; being upon I know 5; 3.0% 


Not what.inducements, ſolicited to receive. the forear-ntian'd De-- 
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claration rejected in Q. Elizateth's days, came to-examine it, the 
jud.zed meet not to publiſh it entire, as 1t ran before, but thele 
words [ It zs here d:clared, that no Adoration is iutenaed or ought to 
be doxe unto any Real and Efſeitial Preſence of Chriſt”s natural Flejh 
ard Blood ] they cancelled; and inſtead of them inſerted theſe, 
[ It is here dwxlared, that io Adoration is intended or ought to be done 
unto any Corporal Preſence of Chriſt*s natural f' and Blood,] as we 
find them in che preient Rebreck. 

4- Having cxhibited this general view of the Mutations, which 
have been mad- in tits Church in ſeveral times ( according as d:fte- 
rent Judgments had the power ) fomewhat waveringly, it ſee. 2s, 
in the things relating to {o great an Article of Faith ; I think fit 
now more particularly to reſume the conſideration of the Declara- 
tions about Adoration. In which are contained theſe three Obler- 
vables. 

7. Obſerv. x1, That here the preſent Clergy do profeſs exprelly, that the natu- 
ral Body and Blood of our Saviour Chriſt, are not in the bleſſed Sacra- 
ment of the Euchariſt. | 

2. That they urge, for this Non-preſence there, this reaſon or 

ground out of Natural Philoſophy, That zt # againſt the truth of a 

Natural body, to be in more places than one at one time ; here ſeeming 

to found their Faith in this matter on the truth of this poſition in 

Nature. 

6. 3. In conſequence of theſe, they declare ; that kneeling in re- 

3.Obſery, Cciving the Euchariſt ( ſo much excepted againſt by the Presbyte- 
rian ) 1s meant for a ſignification of our humble and grateful acknow- 
ledgment of the benefits of Chriſt therein given to all worthy receivers, 
and for the avoiding of ſuch prophanation and diſorder in the Holy 
Communion, as might otherwiſe enſue, but that hereby no adoration 
intended, or ought to be done unto any corporal preſence of Chriſt”s natu- 
ral fleſh and blood; where they either leave this undetermined, 
whether there be not another preſence of Chriſt's fleſh and blood, 
as real and true as 1s the corporal to which an adoration 1s at this 
time due: or elfe do determine as ſeems concludable from their 
former Propoſition, ['viz. That the natural Body of Chriſt is not there] 
that there is not any ſuch real preſence of the Body at all, and fo no 
adoration due in any tuch reipect. 


8. 5. 
2. Obſcrv. 
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CRHAE. I 


Conſiderations on the firſt objervable ; The Natural Body and Blood of 
or Lord not preſent inthe Euchariſt. 


OV to repreſent to you, 'as clearly as I can, the doubts and S. 7. 
difficulties, concerning all thele three Oblervables in their 
order. As to the fir(t of theſe; the Learned Proteſtant Writers 
{cem to me, at lealt in their moiſt uſual expreſſions, to have here- 
tofore delivercd the contrary ; viz. That the very ſubſt ance of Chriſt”s 
Body, that his natural Body, that that wery body that was born of the 


F B. Virgin, andcrucificd on the Croſs, &c. is preſent, as in Heaven, ſo 
& here in this Holy Sacrament, either to the worthy Receiver, or to the 
* Symbols. 
For which, Firlt ſee Calvin, whoſe DoEtrine amongſt all the S. 8. 
relt (the Roman, Lutheran, or Zuinglian) the Church of Exelazd 
k {ſeems rather to have embraced and agreed with, eſpecially fince 
y the beginning of the Reformation of Q. El:zabeth. Thus there- 
3 fore He, in x Cor. 11. 24. [ Take eat, this is my Body. ] Neque 


enim mortis tantum © reſurretionis ſue beneficium nobis offert Chri-- 
ſtus, ſed corpus ipſum in quo paſſus eſt & reſurrexit, | Corpus ipſum 
in quo paſlus eſt, that is ſurely his natural Body.] --- Again. I»ſtit. 
4.1. 17.c, 11.4. --- Fafti participes ſubtantie ejus, virtuters quoque 
ejus ſentimus in bonorum omninn communicatione. { FaCti participes 
{ubltantiz ejus, 1.e. of his natural ſubſtance, for no other humane 
ſubſtance he had, ſpiritual or corporal, than that only; which was 
born of the B. Virgin, and that is his natural ſubſtance. ] ---and 16. 
C. 19. --- Fhs abſurditatibus ſublatis, quicquid ad exprimendam veram 
ſubſtantialemque Corporis ac ſanguivis Domini Communicationem, qu 
ſub ſacris cane ſymbolts fidelibus exhibetur, facere poteſt, libenter reci- 
pio. === Thid. Q. 16. --Of the Lutherans he ſaith : --- Si ita ſenſum ſu- 
um explicarent, dum pants porrigitur, annexam eſſe exhibitionem corpo- 
ris, quia inſeparabilis eſt a ſizno ſuo veritas, nou valde pugnarem. 

And, to ſtrengthen further this afſertion of Calviz, may be ad-$. g. 
ded the Confeſſion of Beza, and others of the ſame ſect, related by 
Hoſpinian, hiff. Sacram. parte altera, p. 251. --- Fatemnr in Cana 
Domini non modo omnia Chriiti b&eficia, {ud ipſam etiam Filii ho- 
minis ſubitantiam, ipſam, inquam, veram carnem, & verum illum 
ſanguinem, quem fudit pro nobis,- non ſignificari duntaxat, aut ſym- 
bolice, typice, wel figurate proponi, tanquam abſentis memoriam : ſed 

| B | vere 
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were 4c certo repreſentari, exhiberi, & applicanda offerri, adjunttis 
ſymbolis minime nudis, ſed que ( quod ad Deum ipſum promittentem 
& offerentem attinet ) ſemper rem ipſam were ac certo conjunttam 
habeant, (ive ſideltbus, ſive infidelibus proponantur. Tam vero moaun 
illum quo res ipſa i. e. verum corpus, & wverns ſaxgnis Domini, cum 
ſymbolis copulatur, dicimus eſſe Symbolicum, ſive Sacramental:m : 
Sacramentalem autem modim Voramus, non qui fit fgurativus ani 
taxat, ſed qui were & certo ſub ſſecie rerum wviſililtum repreſentet, 
quod Deus cum {ymbolis exhibet & offert, nempe ( quod panlo ante 
diximus ) verum corpus & ſauguizem Chriſti , ut appareat, nos ip- 
fius corporis & ſanguinis Chriitt prxſentiam in Cana retivere & de- 
fendere; & fi quid nobis cum vere piis & dottis fratribus controver- 
ſie eſt, non de re ipla, ſed de preſentie modo durtaxat, qui ſoli Deg 
cognitus eft, & a nobis creditur, diſceptari. | Here they ſay, rem 
iplam, 7. e. verum corpus & verum ſ{anguinem Domini cum ſym- 
bolis copulari in Cena Domini, modum vero eſſe {ymbolicum, &c. ] 

Next to come to our Engliſh Divines, =---- Firſt ---- Thus 
Mr. Hooker, Eccl. Polit. 5. 1. 67. $.p. 357. --- Wherefore ſhould the 
world continue ſtill diſtrafted and rent with ſs manifold contentions, 
when there remaineth now no controverſy, ſaving only about the ſub- 
je, where Chrift is : --- nor doth any thing reft doubtful in this ; but 
whether, when the Sacrament is Adminiitred, Chri#t be whole within 
Man only, or elſe his body and blogd be alſo externally ſeated in the very 
conſecrated elements themſelves, 

[ This therefore was no doubt amongit the divided parties in 
Mr. Hookers Judgment ; Whether Chriſt”s natural body was only in 
Heaven, or both in Heaven and alſo in the Enchariif. ( for it others 
wile ) this 1s ſo main a doubt that he ought not to haye ditiembled 
it. ] 

--- Again P. 360. --- All three Opinions do this far accord in one, 
=== T hat a 4 holy Myſteries, received in due mauner, do initrumen- 
tally both make us partakers of the grace of that boily and blood, which 
were given for the Life of the World ; and beſides alſo impart unto us, 
even in true and real, tho' myſtical, manner, the very perſon of our 
Lord himſelf, whole, perfeft, and entire. ---and p. 359. > His bo- 
dy and his blood are in that wery ſubjett, mhereunto they idmini- 
fter Life, not only by effett, or operation, even as the influence of 
the Heavens is in Plants, Beaſts, Mc, and in every thing which 
they quicken ; but alſo by a far more divine aud myſtical kind of UV- 


nion, which maketh us one with him, even as he and the Father are 
BE... 
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2. Thus Biſhop Azdrews in that much noted paſſage, Rep. ad S. 11. n. 
Apoll. Bell. 1.C. Pp. 11. =--- Quod Cardinalem non latet, niſi volentem '- 
& ultro, dixit Chriſizs, Hoc elt corpus meum ; oz, Hoc modo 
hoc eſt corpus meum. Mobis autem vobiſcum de objefto convenit, de 
modo lis omnes eſt. De hoc elit, fide firma tenemmus, quod ſit : de, hoc 
modo eſt ( nempe tranuſubitantiato in corpus pane ) de modo, quo fi- 
at, «t fit Per, fiveIn, five Cum, ſve Sub, five Trans, nullum int- 
biwverbum eſt. Et quiawerbum nullum, merito a fige ablegamus procul : 
inter ſcita Schole fortaſſe, inter Fidei articulos non, pontmus, Quod 
dixijſe olim fertur Durandus, zentiquam nobis diſplicet, Verbum au- 
dimus, .motum ſentimus, modum neſcimus, przſentiam credimus. 
Preſentiam, inquam, credimits, nec minus, quam vos, veram, De 
modo preſentie nihil temere definimns, addo, nec anxie inquiramns 
non mags quam in baptiſmo noſtro, quomodo abluat nos ſanguis Chri- 
ſti : non magris quam in Chriſti incarnatione, quomodo nature divine 
humana in eaudem hypoſtaſin uniatur. Tater myiteria ducimus ( & 
quidem myſterium eſt Enuchariſtia ipſa ) cujus quod reliquum et debet 
tone abſumi, id eſt, ut eleganter 1u primis Patres, fide adorari, non 
ratione diſcuti. --- Again, Tb. 8. C. p. 194. ſpeaking of the Con- 
junction of Chriſt's Body with the ſymbols, he faith, --- Ea mempe 
conjunttio eſt inter Sacramentum viſibile, '& rem Sacramenti inviſi 
bilem ; que inter humanitatem & divinitatem Chriiti, ubi niſs Enty- 
cacn ſrpere waltis, humanitas in divinitatem non tranſubſtantiatur. 
--- And 1 }irtle farther, --- Rex Chriſtum in Enchariſtia vere preſen- 
tem, 1" & adorandum ſtatuit. And -=-Nos wero in myſteriis car- 
rem Ciriſti adoramns, cam Ambroſio, &«c. . [ Here is ſuch a pre- 
{ence of Chrilt's fleſh in the Euchariſt acknowledged, as is to be a- 
dored ; and this it ſeems no lels the Biſhop's Religion, than King 
James's. ] | 
Add to this, that paſſage in 1/. Cauſator's Letter, written by the $. 11. n. 
King's command to Card. Perron ; who, when the Cardinal 2- 
would have joined iſſue with the King, for trying the verity of the 
Real Preſence of Chrifts Body in the Eucharilt, in the King's 
name declines any ſuc! Controverſy, and ſaying that the conteſt 
was not about re veritatem, but only | modum, returns thus reply 
P- 50. =-Miratu; vera ferent Jimns Rex, cum fateatur tua illuſtris Dig- 
nitas, non Tents querere vos, ut credatur Tranſubſtantiatio, ſed ut 
de preſentie veritate ne dubitetur, Eccleſiam Anglicanam, que toties id 
ſe credere publics [criptis eſt teſtata, nec dum wobis feciſſe ſatis : and 
then, for explication of the DoCtrine of the Engliſh Church in this 
matter , recites the forementioned words of Biſhop Azarews, 
== Quod Cardinalem non latet, &c. 
B 2 
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3. Thus Biſhop Hall in his Treatiſe De pace Eccleſiaſtica tor re- 
conciling the Calviniſt and Lutheran ( which Lutherans undoubtec- 
ly hold rhe fame natural body of Chzi/t that is in Heaven to be allo 
in the Euchariſt, ) p. 78. --- Res aprd utroſque eadem, ret tantum 1 4- 
tio diverſa. 'Tantulum difidinn fatemur quidem non eſſe nullins mo- 
menti ; tanti eſſe, ut tam neceſtariam orbi Chriſtiano fratram gratia 
tam miraviliter planeque divinitis coenuntem abrumpere debeat ; id vero 
et, quod conſt antiſiime negamus, Neque nos ſoli ſums in ea ſeatentta, 
Mitto Fratres Polonos, Germanos, noſtrarum partinm, &c. Thenat 
laſt he brings in the decree of the Synod of the Freach Proteſtants 
at Charenton, in which the Latheraxs are received to their commu- 
nion, as agreeing with them zz omnibus ver religionts principils, ar- 
tieuliſque fundamentalibus. 

4. Thus Biſhop Moatzzre, Appeal p. 289. --- Concerning this 
point of Real Preſence, I ſay, that, if Men were diſpoſed as they 
ought, to peace, there need be no difference : for the diſagreement ts 
ouly de modo preſentiz : the thing is yielded-to on either ſide, that 
there is in the Holy Euchariſt a Real Preſence. God forbid, ſanh 
Biſhop Bilſcn, we ſhould dezy that rhe fleſh and blood - of Chriſt are 
truly preſent, and truly received of the faithful at the Lord's Ta- 
ble. It is the Doftrine that we teach others, and comfort our ſelves 
withal. p. 779. Of true Subject : And the Reverend and Learn- 
ed Anſwerer unto Bellarmine's Apology, cometh home to the 
Faith (or Popery if you will ) condemned in Mr. Moztague, who 
learned it of him, and ſuch as he is. Nobis vobis-cums de ovjecto con- 
venit, &c. ---[ He, you ſee, repreſents the ditference between par- 
ries in the ſame manner as Mr. Hooker ; 7. e. none as to the point 
of the preſence of the ſame body here in the Euchariſt, as it is at the 
{ame time above in Heaven. ] 

5. Thus Archbiſhop Lawd, Confer. with Fifhc7, $. 35. n. 3. 
--- The worthy Receiver is, by his Faith, made ſpiritually partaker 
of the true and real body aud blood of Chriſt, traly and really, ad 
of all the benefits of his Paſſion. You Reman Catholicks add a mane 
ner of this his preſence ( Tranſubſtantiation) which many deny ; and 
the Lutherans a manner (Conſubitantiation) which more deny. --- And 
upon [ truly and really ] he notes in the Margin Catviz's laying 
in.1 Cor. It. 24. Neque enim mortis tantim & reſurrettionis ſue 
beneficium nobis offert Chriſtus, ſed corpus ipſum, in quo paſſus ft. & 
reſurrexit. 


Ib. n. 7. Punt. 3. TI hope A. C. dare not ſay, that to believe 


the true. ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt is either known, or damnable 
Schiſm or Hereſjie. Now as many and as Learned Proteſtants be- 
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tieve and maintain this, as do believe poſſibility of ſalvation in the 
Roman Church, &c. and Ib. x. 3. upon Bellarmix's words --- Con- 
werſionem Paris & Vini in corpus & ſanguinem Chriſti eſſe ſub- 
ſtantialem, ſed arcanam & ineffabilem, he ſaith ; That if the Cardi- 
zal had left out Converſion, and affirmed oaly Chriſts Real [ by this 
he means Sub#antial, as alſo is affirmed by the Cardinal ] preſexce 
there, after a myiterious and indeed an intffable manner, no Man could 
have ſpoken better. And ---$. 35. 6. . Putt. 4. quotes-allo Bi- 
ſhop Rzale;'s Confeſſion ſet down in Fox, p. 1598. ) whole 
words are theſe : ---Tou | the Tranſubſtantialiſts ] and I agree in 
this, that in the Sacrament ts the very trus and natural Body and 
Blood of Jeſus Chriſt, even that which was born of the Virgin Ma- 
ry, which aſcended into Heaven, which ſits on the right hand of God 
the Father, &C. only we differ in modo, in the way and manner of 
veirg there, 


6. Thus Dr. Taylor, one of the laſt who hath written a ju&S- 15+: 


Treatiſe on this ſubjeCt, x. $. 11. #. p. 18. It & enquired whether, 
wh: we ſay we believe Chriſt's Body to be really in the Sacrament, we 
mean that body, that fleſh, that was born of the Virgia Mary, that 
was crucified, dead and buried? I anſwer : I know none elſe that he 
had, or hath ; there t, but one body of Chriſt natural and glorifed 
but he that ſaith that body tis glorified, which was crucified, = it is 
the ſame body, but net after the ſame manner ; and ſo it is in tix 
Sacrament, we eat and arink the body and: blood of Chriſt that was 
broken and poured forth , for there is no other body, no other blood 
of Chriſt : but tho' it is the ſame we eat and drink, yet it is in ano- 
ther manner. And therefore when any of the Proteſtant Divines, 
or any of the Fathers deny, that body which was born of the Virgin 
Mary, that was crucified, to be eaten iz the Sacrament, as Bertram, 
as $, Hierom, as Clemens Alexandrinus expreſly affirm ; the mean- 
ing is eaſie, they intend that it is not eaten in a natural ſenſe : and 
then calling Corpns ſpirituale, the word ſpirituale 75: aot a ſubitantial 
predication, but is an affirmation ofs the manner ; tho" in diſputation 
it be made the Predicate of a Propoſition, and the oppoſite member of 
a Diitinftion. That Body which was crucified is not that body that is 
eaten in the Sacramert, if the intention of the Propoſition be to ſpeak of 
the eating it in the ſame manner of being ; but that body which was 
crucified, the ſame body we do eat, if the intention: be to ſpeak of the 
ſame thing in ſeveral manners of being and operating ; and this I z9- 
ted, that we may not be prejudiced by words, when the notion is cer- 
tain and eaſie. And thus far is the ſenſe of our Dotrine in this Ar- 
cle.. | Here we ſee this Doctor becomes. ſuch a.zealous ——_— 
bY, 


4 


To 


8. 16, 


Concerning the Rubrick of the Engliſh Liturgy. 


of this Cauſe, as to frame an anſwer to all ſuch ſayings in the Fathers, 
as may ſeem by the expreſſion to import ; as it the ſame body that 
was crucified were not caten here by us in the Sacrament ; and de- 
fends the contrary. } = Again QF. 12. p. 288. They that do mot con- 
fefs the Euchariit to be the fleſh of our Saviour, which fleſh ſuffered for 
rs, let them be Anathema. But quo modo 15 the queltion, cc. Sce 
P. 5. where he will have /þ/r/rual preſence [ his Book bearing this 
Title The Real Preſence and Spiritual of Chritt, &*«. ] under- 
ſtood to be particular in nothing, but that it excludes the corpo- 
ral and natural manner, [” zo: {pirituaſ preſe;zce therefore, ſo as to 
exclude Corpus Domini, bt oxly the corporal or natural manner of 
that body : ] now by excluſion of the natural manner is not meant 
( ſurely) the excluſion of zature, or of the thing it {elf, ( for, 
then, to ſay a thing is there, after a natural manner, were as 
much as to ſay, the thing is not there : ) but the excluſion of 
thoſe properties which uſually accompany nature, or the thing. 
---Sce p. 12. where he allows of the term ſub/tantialiter; and of 
that expreſſion of Conc. Trid. Sacrameztaliter preſens Salvator 
noiter [18 tantia ſua nobis adeſt. ---and in the ſame page he faith, 
when the word Real preſexce is denied by ſome Proteitants, it is 
taken for zatural, and not for iz re veritate. 

7. Thus Biſhop Forbes de Enchariſtia, 2.1. 2.C. g.$. ---- An 
Chriſtus in Euchariſtia ſit adorandus, Proteſt :ntes ſaniores non dubi- 
tant. In ſumptione enim Enchariftie (ut utar verbis Archiepiſcopt 
Spalatenſis ) adorandus eſt Chriilus wera latria, ſiquidem corpres ejus 
vivum CO glorioſum miraculo quod1m ineffabils digne ſumenti pre- 
ſens adeſt, & hec adoratio now pani, non vino, non ſumptioni, non 
comeſtioni, ſed ipſi corpori Chriſti immediate per [umptionem Encha- 
riſtie exhibito, debetur & perficitur. =-- And Ib. $. 8. ---- Imma- 
nts eſt rigidorum Proteſtantium error, qui aegant Chriſtum in Eucha- 
riſtia eſſe adorand!m, wifi adoratione interna & mentali, non anuten 
externo aligyo ritu adorativo, ut in geniculatione ant aliquo alio conſi- 
mili corports ſitu ; hi fere omnes male de prafentia Chriſti Domint 
in Sacramento, miro ſed vero modo thay” a8 4 ſentinnt. -= Again 
3.1. 1.c. $.10. --- Dicuat etiam ſepiſſime ſantti Patres in Enucha- 
riſtia offerri & ſacrificari ipſum Chriſti Corpus, ut ex innumeris pene 
locis conſtat, ſed non proprie & realiter omnibus ſacrificii proprietati- 
bus ſervatis ; ſed per commemorationem & 6 ay? 009.9 ejus 
quod ſemel in uxico illo ſacrificio Crucis, quo alia omaia ſacrificia con- 
ſummavit Chriſtns ſurmmns Sacerdos noſter, eſt perattum ; & per 
piam ſupplicationem, qua Eccleſie miniſtri propter unici illins ſacri- 
ficit perpetuam victimam, in Celis ad dextram Patris afſiſtentem, 


. 
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& in ſacra menſa modo ineffabili preſentem, Deum Patrem humillime 
rozant, ut virtutem & gratiam hujus perennis vittime, Eccleſie 
ſue, ad omnes cerporis & anime nece//itates efficacem & ſalutarem eſſe 
: velit, [| Here is acknowledg'd, 1. Chriſti corpus in facra menta 
| modo ineffabili przſens. 2. Hoc corpus oblatum in Euchariſtia ut 
# {acrificium Deo Patri. 3. Ipſi corpori Chriſti ut preſcnti in Eucha- 
, riſtia miraculo quodam inettabili, immediate debita adoratio varz 


7 

[: Latriz. ] 

7 8. Thus the Archbiſhop of Spalato much-what to the ſame $S-17: 
z purpoſe, de Rep. Eccl. 7.1. 11.c. 7. Fg. Si ſecundum weritatem 

43 gui diene ſumit ſacramenta corporis & ſanguints Chriſti, ille were 


C& realiter corpus & ſanguinem Chriflt, in fe corporaliter, modo 
tamen quodam ſirituali, miraculoſo & imperccptibili ſumit ; omnts 
E digne communicans adorare poteſt & debet corpus Chriſti quod reci- 
pit ; non quod lateat corporaliter in pane, aut ſub pane, aut ſub ſþe- 
ciebus & atcidentibus panis ; ſed quod quando digne fumitur panis 
Sacramentalis, tunc etiam ſumitur cum pane Chriſti corpus reale ill; 
communiont realiter preſens. 

8. And thus Mr. Thorzdyke in his Epilogue to the Tragedy, S. 18. 
3.l. 3.c. p.17. --- That which I have already ſaid is enough to evi- 
dence the myſtical and ſpiritual preſence of the Fleſh and Blood of 
Chriſt in the Elements, as the Sacrament of the ſam?2, before any 
Man can ſuppoſe that ſpiritual preſence of them to the Soul, which the 
eating and drinking Chriſt's Fleſh and Blood ſpiritually by living Faith 
importeth, -=-and 1b. 2. c. p. 10. when it tollows, He that cateth 
and drinketh unworthily, eateth and driaketh damnation to him- 
felf, not diſcerning the Lord's Body ; unleſs a Man diſcern the 
Lord”s Body where it is not, of necefity it muit there be where it is diſ- 
cerned to be, &C. and 3.1. 23.c. p. 225, he faith, -- That ancient- 
ly there was a reſervation from Communion to Communion : aud 
--that he who carried away the Body of our Lord to eat it at home, 
p drinking the Blcod at preſent, might reaſonatly be ſaid to commus 
T nicate in both kinds, Neith:r can faith he ) that Sacramental change 
which the Conſecration works in the Elements be limited to the Inſtant 
of the Aſſembly : tho) it tate effect only in order to that Communion, 
unto which the Church defigneth that which it confecrateth. == and 
Jed. 5.c. p.44. --- Having maintainid that the Elerients are e- 
ally changed, from ordinary Bread and Vine into the Body ad Blood 
| of Chriſt myſtically preſent as in a Sacrament, and that in virtue of 
b the Conſecration, not by the Faith of him that receives; I am to admit 
and maintain whatſoever appears anuly conſequent to this truth : name- 
ly, that the Elements ſo conſucrated are truly the ſacrifice of Chris? 


——_— as Re ate 
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rwpon the Croſs, in as much a5 the Body and Blood of Chriſt are con- 
tained in them, &c., ---and then p. 46. he farther colletteth thus. 
-»- And the Sacrifice of the Croſs being neceſſarily proputiatory and im- 
petratory both, it canaot be denied that the Sacrament of the Eucha- 
riſt, in as much as it is the ſame ſacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſs, 
——25 alſo both propitiatory and impetratory. ==» and 3. & JO. 6 P. 
350. --I ſuppoſe (ſaith he) that the Body and Blood of Chriſt 


may be adored whereſoever they are, and muſt be adored by a good 


Chriſtian, where the cuſtom of the Church, which a C hriſtiaa is obli- 


ged to communicate with, requires it. -» And p. 351. --Not to balk 
the freedom which hath carried me to publiſh all this ; 1 do believe, 
that it was praitiſed and done [ i.e. our Lord Chrilt really worſhip- 
ped in the Euchariſt ] 7 the ancient Church, which I maintain from 
the beginning to have been the true Church of Chriſt, olliging ail to 
conform to it in all things within.the power of it : I know the conſe- 
quence to be this, That there is no juſt cauſe why it ſhou'd not be done 
at preſent, but that cauſe which juſtifies the reforming of ſome part 


of the Church without the whole. [Here is acknowledg'd, . Pre-— 


{ently upon Conſecration a preſence of Chriſt's Body and Blood 
with, or in, the Elements, before any preſence of them to the Soul 
by a living Faith ; of which body becoming here preſent, the un- 
worthy Receivers are ſaid to be guilty, 1 Cor. 11. 22. 2. A per- 
manency of this Body and Blood with theſe Symbols in the reſer- 
vation of them, after the aſſembly had communicated, 3. The 
Elements conſecrated, in as much as the Body and Blood of Chriſt 
is contained in them, affirmed to be truly the ſacrifice on the Croſs. 
4. Adoration of this Body and Blood as fo preſent, to be a duty, 
and antiently practiſed. ] 
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CHAP. IIL 


Conſiderations on the ſecond Obſervable, That a natural Body cannot Fe: 
be in many places at once. 


His I had to repreſent, and theſe witneſſes to produce againſt $. 19. 

the firſt Obſervable ; the profeſſion made in this Declaration, 
That the natural Body and Blood of Chriſt are not in the Holy Sacra- 
4 ment of the Euchariſt. It were an eaſy task here to back the teſti- 

. mony of theſe Writers with thoſe of the Fathers to the ſame pur- - 
_ poſe; butI conceive it needleſs, fince the ſame Proteſtant Writers 
here cited urge the authority of Antiquity, as a chief inducement 
and-motive of this their Aﬀertion., Now then.to conſider the 1e- 
- cond, the urging for ſuch Non-preſence, this reaſon ; becaule zt i 
£ againſt the truth of a natural Body.to be, or becauſe a natural Body 


cannot truly be, iz more places.than one, at one time. 


& 1. Here alſo, firſt, T hind Proteſtants, and eſpecially our Engliſh'S. 20. 
3 Divines generally to confeſs the preſence of our Saviour in the Eu- 1. 1. 
4 chariſt to be an ineffable myſtery, (which I conceive is faid tobe ſo 

$ in reſpeQ of ſomething in it oppoſite and contradictory to, and there- 

X# fore incomprehenſible and inetfable by, humane reaſon.) For this 


thus Calvin himſelf long ago,in the beginning of the Reformation, 
Teſt. 4.1. 17.45.24. h. Ego hoc myſterium minime rationis humane 
modo metior, vel nature legibus {abjizio, --- Humane rationi minime >, 
placebit [that which he affirms] penetrare ad nos Chriſti carnem, ut > 
% nobis ſit alimentum. —— Dicimus Chriſtum tam externo ſymbolo, quans 
Y ſpiritu ſno ad nos deſcendere, ut were ſubſtantia carnis f Animas n0- 

ſtras wivificet. —— In his paucts verbis qui non ſentit multa ſubeſſe mi- 
racula, pluſquam ſtupidus eſt : quando nihil magis incredibile, quan 

res toto cali & terre [patio difſitas ac remotas, in tanta locorum diſt an- 

tia, non tantimns conjungi, ſed uniri; ut alimentum percipiant anime 

ex carne Chriſt; : | Nihil magis incredibile ; therefore not this > 
more incredible, that Idem Corpus potelt eſſe in diverſis locis li- 

mul.] -- And. 32. --- Porro de modo ſiquis me tnterroget, fateri nou 
pudebit, ſublinins eſſe arcanum, qvans ut vel meo ingenio comprehendt, 

vel enarrart verbis queat, —— And y. 25. Captivas tenemus mentes no- 

itras ne verbulo duntaxat obſtrepere, ac humiliammus ne inſurgere, au= 

deant. —— Nec wero nefas nobis eſſe ducimus, [anfte Virginis exemplo, 
in re ardua ſciſcitari, quomoagRN poſſit ? See more Ibid. $. 7. [Na- 

turz legibus non ſubjicio, humanz rationi minime placer, 


——quomodo fieri potelt] buy theſe argue ſomething in 
it. 


/ 
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it ſeemingly contradictory to. nature and humane reaſon, 
Thus king James of the Exchazift in his anſwer to Cardinal Per- 


Myſterium ijtud magimm efſe h:mayo ingenio 
Incomprehen(ibile, ac milto manis inenarrabile, Ecel. ſia dnglicana fe- 
tetur CO docet. 

And thus ſpeaks Dr, Taylor in Real preſence, \, 11. 2. 29, after 

that he had numbred-up many apparegt contradictions, not only 
in reſpect ofa natural, but, as he faith of an abſolute, poſlibility of 
Franſubſtantiation, (from p. 207. to p. 337.) tt (laich he) /:t 7t 
appear that God hath affirmed Tranſubjtiatiation, and I for my part 
will burn all my arguments againſt it, and make publick amends : [all 
my arguments, 2. e, of apparent Contradictions and ablojute Impol- 
ſibiities.] And z. 28. 'Lothis objection, That we leljeve the doffrine 
of the Trinity, and of the Incaraatica, of our Saviour's being born of 
a pure Virgin, &c, clauſo utero, and of the Reſn;7i ion with identity 
of boates (in nhich the Socinians find alſurdities and contradiftions/ 
notwithſtanding ſeeming impoſſibilitics ; and therefore why not Trans 
ſubiantiation? He anlwers, That if there were 25 plain Revelation 
of Tranſubſtantiation, as of the other, then this Aroument were good : 
and if it were poſſizle for ten thouſand times mare arguments to be 
brought againſt Tranſubſtantiation, [of which ten thouland then ſup- 
pole that this be one, That Idem corpus non potett elle fimul in duo- 
bus locis ] yet we are to believe the Revelation in deſpite of them all, 
[ Now none can believe a thing true, uvon wiat motive ſoever, 
which he firſt knows certainly to be fallz, or, which is all one, cer- 
tainly to contradict. For theſe, we iay, are not verifiable by dt- 
vine power, and ergo here,. I may lay, ſhould Divine Power de- 
clare a truth, it would tranſcend it {clf. ] Again, in Liberty 
of Prophecy, 20, Q. 16. #. he ſaith, Thoſe who believe the Trinity 12 
all thoſe niceties of explication which are in the School, and which 
now adays paſs for the Doitrine of the Church, believe them with as 
much wiolence to the principles of natural and ſupernatural Philoſophy, 
as can be imagined to be in the point of Tranſubſtantiation, Yet I 
ſuppoſe himſelf denies no {uch doctrine about the Trinity, that 1s 
commonly delivered in the Schools. 

2, I conceive, that any one thing that ſeemeth to us to include a 
perfect contradiCtion, can no more be effected by divine power, than 
another,or than many other the like may : therefore if thel2 men do 
admit once, that ſome ſeeming contradiction to reaſon may yet be 
verified in this Sacrament, for which they call it an inefable myſtery ; 
I ſee not why they ſhould deny, that this particular ſeeming con-- 
tradiction, among the reſt, of the ſanie body being at the ſame time 'r 
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ſeveral places, yet by the divine power (I ſay not &, for the know- 

ledge of this depends on Revelation, but) may be, fo verified. = 
- 2. I cannor apprehend but that theſe Writers mult hold this $. 22. 
particular ſceming contradiction, or ſome other equivalent to it, 
co be true ; ſo long as they do affirm a real and ſubſtantial preſence 
of the very Body of Chriit to the worthy communicant here on 
carth, contradittin& to any ſuch other real preſence, as implies 
only a preſence of Chriſt's Body in its virtue, efficacy, benefits, ſpirit, 
&c. which is the Zninglian real preſence. For ſuppoſe our Savi- 
our's Body to be (as they will have it) only naturally or locally 1n 
| heaven ; yet if the /=b/tance, the eſſence, the reality of this Body 
F ( however ſtript of its natural properties, all ſuch as being not :the 
very ellence of it, are removeable from it per potentiam divinam) 
be here on earth in the Encharift, when it is alſo 1n Heaven, (be tit 
here preſent to the ſyz6o/s,' or to the receiver, or to any thing elle, 
it matters not : ) we mult affirm that this _ or /*b/tance of the 
) ſame body at leait is at the ſame time in divers places; or (if we 

will have this efſence to be in heaven only, as in a place) 1n divers 
| #bi's, which is every whit as ſeeming contradictory as the other. 
And whoever will grant, that an Azgel by divine power may be at 
| the fame time in two ſeveral »5;'s, cannot reaſonably deny, that a 
body may be lo, in ſeveral places ; or in one place, and in another abr. 
I ſay then, that this Propoſition, [That the ſame Body is at the ſame 
time in divers places, ] or another equivalent to it, mutt be conceded 
to be true, {o long as we affirm the eſſence of our Saviour's body 
to be here on Earth in the Euchariſt at the ſame time, as-it is alfoun 
Heaven; unleſs we defend one of theſe two things ; either, 
a I. That this Body ts both here and there by an incomprebenſible conti- F. 23. 
» nation, as it were, thereof, (which ſounds ſomewhat like the wbr- 
quity of lome Lutheraxs) tor which ſee thewords of Calviz quoted 
betore, Q. 8. Res toto cali & terre [patio diſfitas ac remotas conjungi & 
uiri, 8c, words uſher'd in by him with a_zihil magss incredibile. 
{ Bur then, as ſome ſeem thus to make Chriſt's Body chat is in Hea- 
ven, by a certain prolonzing or-contianation incompreheniible (as 
their exprefiions ſeem to import) to be joyned; upon an at of faith, 
to the Soul-of the worthy Recerver.here.on Earth, whiltt yer. the 
{ame body is ftill only an Heaven, -andthere-:no way' at all enlarged 
in its dimenſions ; fo why may mat others' as probably make che 
-fame body that is in Heaven, by a certain d5ſcontiznation incifable, 
to be preſent here on Earth, upon the a&t of Conſecration, to the 
{ymbols or receiver, tho? it. be in both theſe places only the ſame 
-body till, and not multiphed. in-itseflence? .As the Gods is 
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totally in the Head and the Foot ; yet this Soul not continued in 
theſe two places or Ub:'s, neither by its parts, fince it hath none ; 
nor by two totals, fince in both it is but one: and ſuppoſe one foot 
of this body doth ſtand-in the water, the other on the land ; the 
ſame Soul being totally in both theſe teer, conſequently, will be to- 
tally inthe water, and rotally not in the water, but on the land. 
And ſuppoſe again the two teet cut off from the body, and yet pre- 
ſerved {till alive, z. e. the ſoul, thar did before, {till informing them 
per potentiam divinam, ( which we ſee naturally done in many In» 
ſets: ) the ſame Soul will be now, totally in the water, and toy 
tally on the land, without continuation (af I may ſo fay) of it {clF. 
And ſuppoſe again this body, which it intorms, to increale to a 
much greater bulk ;. and the ſame Soul will be now in many more 
places than formerly without any augmentation of it (elf. And 
why the ſame things may not be ſaid of Bodzes, when ſtript of quan- 
titativedimenſions; or how far ſome properties of Spirits-may be 
communicated to them, { ſalva eſſentia corperis) who can ay ? 
What our Saviour {aid to the Saddwes relufting to believe a revela- 
tion. concerning the reſurrection of the ſame numerical body, be- 
cauſe involving 1n it very many ſeeming contradictions, Erratis, 
neſcientes Scripturas, neque wvirtutem Dei, may as. well be.ſaid in 
this great myſtery of the Euchariſt. ] 

Or 2/y, unleſs we will explain our ſelves, that, by the eſſentza/, 
real, ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt”s Body. in the Eucharift, we meau 
only the preſence of the true and real effec, bleſſiag, virtues, of this 
Body, (as Dr. Taylor ſometimes ſeems to do,) bur this is, after pro- 
feſling with the higheſt inour words, a relapſing into Zyinglianiſm 
inour ſezſe. [IT will ſet you down the DofQtor's words, { Real Pre- 
ſence F. 11, x. 17.) where, afterhe hath ſaid, . That there is not ie 
all School-Divinity, nor in the old Philoſophy, nor in nature, any 
more than three natural proper ways of being in a place, circum- 
{criptive, definitive, repletive, .and that the Body of Chrift is not in 
the Sacrament any of theſe three ways, ( quoting Twrrecremata for 
it ) he replies thus to thoſe Schoolmen, that rezeQing theſe three 
ways,. do ſay, that Chriſts Body is in a fourth way, viz. Sacramen- 
tally. 1n more-places . than one. ——This, faith he,..is very true:; 
that-is, that the Sacrament 'of Chriſfs-body'is \ in more places than 
one. ]; and ſo is his Body: | in more places than one ] figuratively, 
zropically, repreſextatively. in being-[ or. eſſence, ] and really in.ct- 
feft and bleſſing But this is :not a. natural real. being in::a place, 


but. arelation to-4 perſon. Thus he.. But. if thus Chriſt's Body 


be held by us, as to.its &fſence,. only. figuratively, tropically, . and 76> 


tis. we "ow a. _ 
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preſentatively in more places than one; and really in thoſe places 
only in its effect and bleſſing, what will become of our ——preſex- 
tiam non minus quam illi veram,. ({ee before, . 11.) if others hold 
the preſence of Chriſt's very eſſezce and ſubſtaxce in the. Euchariſt, 
we only the-preſence there. of its effect and bleſſing ? 

Now as to the proper mode ( which the Dr. here agitates) of 


Chriſt's Body being ſubſtantially in the Sacramenr, whether 1t 1s- 


circur{criptive, definitive, or ſome other way ; it.is true, that the 
Schoolmen do not all agree on one and the ſame. S: Thomas, Du- 
zand, and ſeveral others, deny the Body of Chriſt to be either c;r- 
eumſcriptive, or definitive in this Sacrament, and proceed to affirm, 
That Idem Corps no poteſt, per miraculum, or potentiam divinam, 
eſſe in pluribus locis ſimul, 1. e, localitez, or, in the forementioned 
ways, Circumſcriptively or Definitivel 


But you may note, 1. That they wk circumſcriptive, and defi- S. - 24. 
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#itive,. in ſuch a ſenſe, as that theſe two do exclude, not only ſuch n. 2. 


2-bodies-being, #6ique, every. where ;. but abſolutely its being alibz, 
any where elſe; and that theſe modes of Preſence would infer, 
That the ſame individual is divided from it ſelf, ( contrary to the 
nature of izdividuum, or nnum,) if ſuch body. ſhould at that time 
be any where elſe. See S. Thomr. Suppl. q. 83. Art. 5. ad 4% ---and 
32 q. 76. Art. 5. where he ſaith, Ehat that is circumſrriptive in loco, 
quod nec excedit, nec exceditur, —— And fee Durand, his follower, in 
4. ſent. 44.4. q. 6. where he arguzth very clearly thus : — Exi- 


-ſtentia unins corporis ſimul in pluribus locis implicat expreſſe contradi« 


Hionem ;, quia illud quod eft circumſeriptive in diſt antivus tocis, opartet 
quod ſit difſtintum diſtinftione locorum ; quia quicquid: eſt. circum- 
ſeriptive in loco aliquo. totum continetur ab ipfo, ita quod nihil con- 
texti eſt circumſcriptive extra continentems Propter quod illa que 
ſunt in diftinfis locis circumſeriptive, meceſſario diſtinfa ſunt ; &,. 
quia et contra rationem unius quod fit diſtinitum, ideo fi unium cor- 
pres efſet in pluribus locis circumſcriptive, eſſet unum & non unum ſeu 
inadiſt inttum ; quod implicat contradictionem. 


2. That they put a third way of preſeace of Chriſt's Boy in S. 24; 


the Euchariſt, real and true, and tho' not per modum quantitatis dis N. 3. 


menſive, yet per modum {nbſtantie *, which they fay is a mode pro- * Aqui. a... 
per to this Sacrament, and ſuch as hinders nat the ſame body at HY - 


the ſame time to be. a/ibz, elſewhere, and yet to remain, tho' it be 
elſewhere,  :ndiviſum iz ſe : which the. other Preſences, in their 3c- 
ception- of them, do. hinder.. Of which thing thus Darane con-- 


tends *, That Chriſt's Body is preſent.in the Sacrament. xatione {o- +1 ycat. 
tins praſentiz 2d locum, not ratzone contiventie either circumſcriptive 11-d-9-i-- 


QLD. 
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or definitive ;--- and that Qu0d e# preſens lico hoc 13:04o, pote3t eſſe ſi 
mul preſens in plaribus locis ; fient angels, laich he, eff prefers 
omnibus cor poribus que poteſt movuere. 

Mean-wiule other Schoolmen and Controvertilts take liberty to 
diſſent from thele. See Scotre in 4. ſert. diſt. 10. q. 2. and Bellarm, 
de Encyzr. 3.1. 3.c. and it ſeems not without realon., For, why 
ſhould this their S$z5/Zaptial or Sacramental way (as real and true as 
any of the other) of Chriſt's Body being at the fame time in Hea- 
ven and in the Euchariſt, confiit with this Budy's remaining 1z-a:- 


©i{uy iz [e; more than the cirenmerivtive or defixitive way, richtl; 
? a , IS, S 


underſtood, and freed of their limitations ; or, why 1mpole they 
ſuci a notion on theie two ways, that they mult 1mply an exact 
adequarion of the place and the placed; or exclude it trom ing 
at all any where ciſe ; any more than the other Subttanual or Sa. 
cramental way ( which they maintain) doth ? 

Thus farT have ſtept aſide, to ſhew, that the Doctor receive 
advantage here, or the denying the Eſſential or Subitantzal p 
ſence of Chriit's Body in the Euchariſt, from the difference in ti: 
Schools concerning the Moxe thereof, whulit all of them agree bot! 
in ſuch Subltantial preſence, and alſo in Tranſubſtantiation. 

Conſequently to what hath been ſaid I gather alſo, Firſt, That 
if we do not take preſeztia corporalzs, or preſentia naturalis in {uch a 
ſenſe as they imply the preſence of ſome corporal or natural acci- 
dents or properties by divine power ſeparable (as ſome are, the e{- 
ſence itil] preſerved, and who knows exactly how many : in which 
reſpe& Chriſt's Body is denied, as by the Exgliſh, fo by the Rowan 
and Lutheran Churches, to be in the Euchariſt modo corporco, or na- 
turali:) but take them as they imply the corporal or natural preſence 
of the eſſence or ſubſtance of this Body ; thus will Real or Eſſential 
Preſence be the ſame with corporal and natural, And therefore 
theſe words 1 Real ad eſſential preſence ] {eem as truly denied to be 
1n the Euchariſt, by the firſt compoſers of the foreſaid Declaration 
in the latter end of K. Edward's days, as the words [ Corporal and 
Natural preſence ] are in this 2d. Edition thereof in 4. D. 1661. I 
lay the one, the eſſextia/ or ſubſtantial, denicd to be there, as much as 
the other, the natural: whenever this reaſon in both is added for 
it, viz. becauſe, Idem corpus non poteſt eſſe (imul in diverſis locis. For 


- this reaſon ſcems neceſſarily to exclude the one, as well asthe other, 


the real and eſſential preſence, as well as corporal and natural. 
Indeed the preſent Rubrick hath only theſe words, [ That #9 

adoration ought to be done unto any Corporal preſence of Chriſt's natu- 

ral fleſh and blood, ] whereas that in King Edward's time hath theſe, 
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[ That no adoration ought to be done unto any real aud eflential pre- 


ſence of C hriits natural fleſh and blood, ] the words Real and eſſenti- 


al then, being now changed into Corporal ; and this feems to be 
done with ſome caution tor the preſent Church her maintaining 
{till a zeal and efſeatiel preſence of Chritt's body in the Eucharilt ; 
whereas tholc in the latter time of King Edvard ſeem to have denied 
it, [ For asthe firit days of this Prince ſeem to have been more ad- 
dicted to L1thcraniſm, lo the latter days to Xyraglraviſmy as appears: 
in ſeveral expreſſions of Biſhop Ridl:y, ( ſee his laſt examination 
in Fox p. 1545. and his (tating the firſt Queſtion diſputed at Ox- 


ford about the Real Preſence, ) and of Peter Martyr.* When alſo * See Dif 
Puf. Oxon.. 
1549. fol. 
k : - 13, 67, & 
alterations were made in the Form of the Service of our Lord's Sup- 83: 


this Queſtion, An Corpres Chriſti realiter. vel [rbitantialiter adſit in 
Euchariſtia, in Oxford, was heid negatively ; and whea all thoſe 


per ( mentioned before in the beginning of this Diſcourſe ) that 
might {cem to favour any preſence of Chriſt's Body in relation to 
the Symbols. ] Buthere I fay, if the words of the former Ru- 
brick, real and eſſential, were by the late Clergy changed into- 
corporal on any ſuch deſign, that ſo the real and etlential preſence 
might be {till by them matatained ; then I ask here, how can tie 
{:me reaſon be {till retained in their opinion thus altered ? For, this 
reaſon, [ that the ſame body cannot be at once'in ſeveral places ] as I 
have ſaid, combars as well a rea/ and eſſeztial preſence, which they 
now would ſeem to allow, as a corpora/, which they reject. 


9 


2, I infer; that let them expreſs this efſ:ntial or ſubſtantial $. 27:- 


preſence of Chritt's body in the Euchariſt, ſtill defended by them, 
how they pleaſe, by calling it My3tica, Spiritialts, Symbolica, Sacra- 
mextalis, or the hke ; yet it the preſeace of the Efſence or Sub- 
ſtance be ſtill retained, they are eaſed no more thas, from main- 
taining, that Idem corprs poteſt eſſe in duphus locis (or bi) ſimul, than 
any other party, which hold any groiſer preſence there. And 
theretore ſuppoſe, if you will, a body cloach'd with all its uſual ac- 


cidents of quantity and dimenfions, and of quality ( except you. 


will number allo this amongſt them, to poſſeſs but one place, and 


except you will annex to c/rcumfcriptive or definitive the reſtri- 
ctions mentioned before &. 24. #. 2.) and it may no leſs (when ſuch 
is the divine pleaſure ) be, thus, at the ſame time in many places,. 


than when {tripe of them: for the ſame ſeeming abſurdities and 


contradictions follow, from an Angel's, or Soul's being at the ſame- 


time in two diltin& definitive 7's ; without any continuation (if I 
may {ſo ſay) of its eſſence berween theſe #4;'s; as do follow from 2 


body ſo qualified being in two circumſcriptive places, without x 
LER* 
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like continuation ; as you may fee in peruſing the common ob- 
jections that are-made againſt,plurality of places. 

For as Cardinal Be#armir preſſeth well to this purpole : ——S: 
quis objiciat aliam eſſe rationem corporum, aliam ſpirituum, is facile 
refells poteif. Nam ratio cur corpora non videantur poſſe eſſe in plu- 
ribus locis non tam et moles quam unitas. ——lIdeo autem non vi- 
detur poſſe fe, quia non poteſt divilli a ſeipſo : & widetur neceſſario 
debere divillt ac diſtrahi a ſe, fi ponatur in wariis locis. Porro iſta 
repugnantia que ſumitur ab unitate ret non minus invenitur in ſpirits 
quam in corpore : utrumque enim eft unum, & a ſe dividi non poteit. 
\Qnare perinde eſh in ha queſtione ſive de Corpore ſive de Spiritu pro- 
betur, | and I add, five de cprpore eſſeatiali, five de nataurali. ] Che 
like things he ſaith of a Sacramental preſence, and not. per occupati- 
onem loct ; 10 this preſence be real. Que realis preſentia, ſaith he, 
in tot Altaribus & non in locis intermediis non 1p tollere videtur 
#ndiviſionem rei, quam repletio plurium locorum. 

This being {aid from $. 22. That, in my apprehenſion either 
theſe our Exgliſþ Divines mult affirm this Propoſition of oxe body at 
the ſame tine being in more.places than one, or {ome other equivalent 
to it, to be true ; or muſt ceaſe to aſſert any real, eſſential, or 7 yak 
ſtantial preſence of Chriſts body in the Euchariſt, contradilſtinEt to 
the Senſe of the Zpinglians. 

4. It ſeems to me, that ſome of the more judicious amongſt 
them heretofore have not laid ſo great weight on this Philoſophi- 
-cal poſition, as wholly to ſupport and regulate their faith in this 
matter by it, as it ſtands in oppoſition not only to nature's, but the 
divine power : becauſe they pretend not any ſuch certainty there- 
of ; but that, if any aivine revelation of the contrary can be ſhew- 
ed, they.profels a readineſs to believe it. 

See the quotations out of Dr. Taylor before h. 20. ». 3. And thus 
Biſhop White againſt Fiſher p. 179. much-what to the ſame pur- 
pole. ——We cannot grant (faith he) that one Individual body 
may be in many diitant places at one and the ſame inſtant, until the 
Papiſt demonſtrate the poſſibility hereof by teſtimony of Sacred Scri- 
Pture, or the antient Tradition of the Primitive Church, or by appa- 
rent reaſon. And p. 446. ——We diſpute not what God is able to ef- 
fett by his abſolute power, neither is this queſtion of any uſe in the mat- 
ter now in hand. ———That God changeth the Ordinance which himſelf 
bath fixed, no divine teſtimony or revelation affirmeth -or teacheth. 
There is a Twofold pawer in God, ordinata, aud abſoluta. One ac- 
cording to the order which himſelf hath fixed by his Word and Will, 
the other according to the infinitenef of his eſſence. Now according to 
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ee power meaſured and regulated by his Word and Will, afl things are 
impoſſible which God will not have to be. —— and p. 182. Ex- 
cept God himſelf had expreſly revealed. and teſtified in his -Woxd, that 
the contrary ( 1.e. to the common ordinance of the Creator ] ſhould 
be found in the humane body of Chriſt, %c. a Chriſtian cannot be-com- 
pelled to believe this Dottrine as an Article of his Creed upon the ſole 
woice ay authority of the Lateran or Tridentine Council. [| But if 
they were certain of ſuch contradiftion, then are-they certain that 
there neither is nor can be ſuch contrary revelation ; and when any 
revelation, tho? never fo plain, is brought, they are bound to 1n- 
terpret it ſo, as not to affirm a certainly known impoſlibility. ] 


Again, thus Biſhop Forbes de Euchar. r./. 2. c. 1. $. cenſures thoſe $. 3a. 


other Proteſtants, who peremptorily maintain that there is ſuch a 
real certain \contradiftion. ——Admodum periculoſe & nimis au- 
datter negant multi Proteſtantes, Deum poſſe panem ſubtantialiter iu 
corpus Domini convertere, [ which convertiog-involves the .putting 
idem corpus fimul in diverlis locis. } Multa enim poteſt Deus o0m- 
nipotens facere ſupra captum omnium hominum, io & Angelorum. 
Id quidem quod implicet contradiftionem non poſſe fieri concedunt om- 
nes : ſed quia in particulari nemini evidenter conſtat, que ſit uninſcu- 
Juſque ret «ſſentia, ac proinde quid implicet, & quid non implicet con- 
tradiftionem , magne profetto temeritatis eſt, propter Cace mentis 
notre imbecillitatem, Deo limites -preſcribere, & prafy ate negare on- 
nipotentia ſua illum hoc vel illud facere poſſe : Placet nobis judicium 
Theologorum Wirtenbergicorum ## - Confeſ/rone ſua, Anno 1552. 
Concilio Tridentino propoſita, cap. de Euchariſtia, ( vide Harmon. 
Confel.) Credimmus, inquiunt, omnipotentiam Dei tantam eſſe, ut poſſit 
in Euchariſt ia ſubitautiam panis & vink vel annihilare, vel in corpus 
& ſangninem Chriſti mutare. Sed quod Deus hanc ſuam abſolutans 
ommnipotentiam in Enuchariſtia exerceat, non videtur eſſe certo verbo 
Dei traditum, & apparet weteri Eccleſie fuiſſe ignotum. After 
which the ſame Biſhop goes on to ſhew the moderation alſo of ſome 
foreign-reformed Divines herein, tho' much oppoſing the Latheran 
and Roman opinion. Zuinglius & Oecolampadius, ( faith he ) 
aliquoties, ut conitat, conceſſerunt Luthero & illius ſequacibus, ac pro- 
inde Romanenſivus, ( ut qui idem non minore contentione urgent in 
Trauſubſt antiatione ſua d:fendenda, quam illi in Conſubſtantiatione 
ſk) Deum quidem hoc poſie cfficere, ut unum corpus ſit indiverſis locis; 
ſed quod idem in Enchariſtia fiexet, & quod Deus id fieri wellet, id 
vero ſibi probari poſtularunt. Utinam hic pedem fixiſſent, nec ultert- 
us progreſſi fuiſent diſcipuli, In Cell. Malbrunnenſi afione 8. Ja- 
cobo Andrez Lutherano - objaczenti Calviniſtas negare Chriſti corpus _ 
| D Th 
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celeſti modo pluribus in locis eſſe poſſe, ita reſpondet Zach, Urlinus 
Theol. Heidelburgenfis : Nox negamus eum ex Dei omnipotentia plu- 
ribus in locis effe poſſe ; hoc in controverſiam non. venit, ſed an hoc 
velle Chriſtum ex verbis ejus probari poſſit ? Itaque hoe. te welle exiſti- 
mavimns Chrifti corpus non tantum poſſe, ſed etiam reipfa oportere in 
S. Cana preſens eſe, &c. v. Urſ. &c. p.155. Idem Urſinus Aftion. 
ead. P.153. Conaberis etiam oſtendere ( alloquitur Jacooum An- 
dream) elevari & imminui 4 novis omnipotentiam Det, cum dicamns 
Deum non poſſe facere, nt corpus in pluribus ſit locis, aut ut Chriſti 


corpus per lapidem penetret [ the like contradictions ſeeming to Ur-- 


ſin to urge, both plurality of places to one Body, and plurality of 
Bodies. to one place: ] De quo reſponſ” um et, non ſemel, nunquan 
queſitum efle aut diſputatum, ax poſlit. Deus hoc. aut illud efficere ; 
ſed hoc tantum, an ita yelit, — See more in the Author. To 
which T may add S. Auſtix's ſaying, Cara pro mortuis, C..16. Ita 
Queſtio vires intelligentie mee vincit, quemadmodum opitulentur Mar- 
tyres its, quos per eos certum eſt adjuuart : utrum ipſi per ſeipſos ad{int 
uno tempore tam. diverſis locis & tanta inter ſe longinquitate diſcretss, 
&c. or whether this was done per Angelica miniiteria uſquequaque 
diffuſa, ſhews this Father believed no impoſſibility of a Martyrs be- 
ing #0 tempore in diverſis locs. 

And from this reaſon of their uncertainty of ſuch contradiCtion, 


whether it is real in reſpeCt of the divine power, it leems to be,. 


that the Convocation of the Clergy in the beginning of Q. E/- 
zabeth's days,. both caſt out of the 23 of the former Articles of Re- 
ligion, made inthe end of King Edward's Reign, theſe words fol- 
lowing: [---Cum nature humane veritas requirat, ut unins ejuſdem- 
que hominis corpus in multis locis ſimul efſe non poſſit, ſed in uno ali- 
quo E definito loco eſſe oporteat ; idcirco Chriiti corpas in multis & 
diverſis locis eodem tempore preſens efſe non poteſt; Et quoniam, ut tra- 
dunt ſacre litere, Chriſt us in celum fuit [ublatus, & ibi uſque ad fi- 
nem ſaculi eft permanſurus, non debet quiſquam fidelium carnis ejus 

ſanguinis realem preſentiam & corporalem ( ut loquuntur ) preſenti- 
am in Enchariſtia wel credere wel profiteri. ] And alſo caſt out this 
very. Rubrick or Declaration out of the then Common-prayer book ; 
and alſo reſtored again the former Form in adminiſtring the Com- 
munion ; { The Body of our Lord, &c. preſerve thy body and ſoul, ] 


+l: of £zd all this: ( faith Dr. Heylin ) * leſt under colour of rejefting a C ar- 


Reform.Q. al, they might be thought alſo to deny ſuch a Real preſence, as was de- 


'B-11* ended in-the writings of the ancient Fathers. 
$..32. 
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And laftly, the late Clergy alſo in 1651, in that part of this re- 


ceived Rubrick. or Declaration wherein they reje& the. words of 


ad. ts. h— — 
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the former, [ real and eſſential preſence, ] as is ſaid before, 9. 3. #. 4. 
ſeem to diſallow the opinion of K. Edward's latter Clergy, and to 
vindicate.ſtill the real preſence: but then, they retaining (till un- 
changed the laſt expreſſions of the former Rubrick, which afhrm 
Chrilt's natural Body not to be in the Euchariſt, and that upon ſuch 
A _ as is there given, ſeem again to diſclaim it ; unleſs they 
will juſtifie as ſeeming a contradiction as that is of idews in pluribus 
locis ſimul ; which they condemn. A contradittion, 1 ay ; for T 
cannot diſcern, how this [ Chriſt's natural body is here, and is in 
Heaven, and yet but one body, ] can be pronounced a contradiction: 
and this [ Chriſt's natural body is not here, but only in Heaven, and 
yet this natural body is here moſt certainly received ] can be pronoun- 
ced none. Forif this can be juſtified to be part of their Faith, that 
the natural body of Chriſt is not here.in the Euchariſt, but only in 
Heaven ; yet this is another part thereof, ( ſee the former Teſtimo- 
nies Q. 8. &c.) that the natural body of Chriſt is here in the Eucha- 
riſt received. 1, the body that was born of the B. Virgin, not agrace 
wes þ- not a ſpirit only, but z# it ſelf, for both Hoc eſt corpus meum, 
and the general Tradition of the ancient Church, ſeems to have ne- 
ceſſitated theſe Divines to this expreſſion, and ---fat#i participes ſub- 
ſtantie ejus virtutem quoque ejus ſentimus in bonorum omnium com- 
ammnicatione, ſaith Calvin, quoted before, $. 8. ——Now if theſe 
things be ſo, then this expreſſing only of one part of their faith in 
this Rubrick, viz. that the natural body is not here, and the not 
mentioning the other part with it, viz. that the naturul body not- 
withſtanding is here received by every worthy Communicant, ( it mat- 
ters not after what manner received, {0 this manner deny not the 
preſence of this body ) ſeemsat leaſt to betray their Faith to a dan- 
gerous miſconſtruction, and to precipitate him, who hears ſuch a 
confeſſion , into Zainglianiſm. But if we would expreſs our 
whole and entire Faith here concerning this matter, it cannot be, 
but that he, who hears it, ( obſerving that both Chriſt's body zs 
_ here, tor hereally receivesit ; and xot here, foritis only in Heaven ; 
in that it is both within him, and at the ſame time many millions 
of miles from him, and yet cannot poſſibly be at two places at 


once; ) will preſently ſay with Calvin, * S. Virginis exemplo, *cee be- 
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Quomodo fieri poſſit ? = &--- Nihil magtis incredibite, ---and then T fore $. 
ſee not what they have to anſwer him, but ---Myſterium, «=» Arca- 20. 


num, ---Miraculum, =» Ineffabile. And then how can _ urge 

others (as they do here) with contradiCtions and impoſſibilities, 

who go about to explain this ineffable myſtery by 1Jeme corpus in 

pluribus locis ; and mean while maintain the: like contradictions 
D 2 
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themfclves,. deſiring to have their contradiction paſſed and currant; 
the others ſuppreſled ? 

To. expreſs my diſquifitions yet a little more. fully, and to ſee if 
they can poſſibly find any evation ( without Tetiring to Znizglias 
iſm) trom thoſe difficulties themſelves,, with which here they 
preſs: other. If they ſay, that Chriſt's Body is really or eſſentially 
preſent in the Eucharitt, . but they mean not to the Elements, but 
to the Receiver; and that not to his Body,. but to his Soul ; yer it 
they affirm it as much, . or asfar preſent ro the Soul, as others do to 
the ſigns, (as Mr. Hooker faith, they differ only about the ſubjett, not 
the preſence: ) \do not the ſame objetions, abſurdities, &c. ( con- 
cerning Chriſt's being both really and eſſentially in Heaven, .and in 
the place. where the Communion is celebrated ) with which they 
afflict- others for making it preſent with the ſigns,. return. upon 
themſelves, for making 1t preſent with the Receiver ? For if it be 
poſſible,. that the Body of Chriſt, now ſitting at the right hand of 
God in:Heaven, can, notwithſtanding this,. be.preſent in our Soul, 
or 19 our Heart in ſuch a place on Earth.; ſo may it #zder, with, or 
znſtead of Bread inthe ſame place ;_ unleſs we fay that they affirm 
not the real preience tothe Soul, which the others.do to the Bread. 
But then theſe writers muſt not ſay, that they.differ only abour the 
manner, or the fubject.of his Preſence ; but the Preſence it ſelf alſo. 

If they fay that Chriſt's Body is really or eſſentially preſent in 
the Euchariſt ; but they mean ſpiritually, not naturally, or not cor- 
porally ; 10 ſay others, both Romaniſt and Lutheran; 1. e. not with 
the uſual accidents or qualities accompanying ( where is no ſuper- 
natural effect ): the nature or efſence.of a Body : but. if they will ex- 
tend: /pzritually fo far as that it ſhall imply Chriſt's Body to be there 


really and —_— not to be there. quoad naturam or eſſention 
ſuam ; or Chriſt's Body to be.there,. not quoad corpus; this 4s, by a. 
diſtinQtion to deſtroy the theſis. 


. - Again, . if they ſay really and efſextially there preſent, . but not /o- 
cally; ſolay the Latberan, and Roman Doors, 7. e. circumſcriptive, 
or.by fuch commenſuration.to place, as bodies uſe to have in their 
natural condition -. but if they will extend /ocally fo far, as that 
they underſtand Chriſt's. Body: to be there by no manner of «64 at 
all, not.ſ{o-much as «6; definitive, or ſo-that they may truly ſay 'tis 


- bic, io, as.not whique, or not alibi, where no. Communion is- cele- 


brated ; what 4s this, but to affirm, *cis there ſo, as that it is not 
at all there ? 
If they ſay realy and eſſentially preſent, by reaſon of the ſame.Spi- 


_ thus. 
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thus Chriſt's Body is no more preſent in the Euchariſt, than in any 
other Ordinance or Sacrament, wherein the Spirit is conferred ; 

* Afuch preſence is properly of the Spirit, not of the Body; and ad- 

* vanceth us not beyond Zringlianiſm. | 
a But if at laſt they plainly interpret real and eſſential preſence, by S- 37-- 
Chriſt's being preſezt ( in corporal abſence ) to the worthy Recerver in 
all the benefits and effetts thereof; Thus allo they fide back into 
Rvinglianiſm. Concerning which opinion the Remonſtrants well 
diſcerning the difficulties, into which the affirming of a Real pre- 
{ence Jorh calt. other Proteſtant parties, in their Apol. pro Confeſſiore 
ſax; p. 256. ſaid ; the Zuinglian opinion was, ſimpliciſſima, & ad 
idotolatriam - omnem tvitandam in hac materia _in primis neceſſaria, 

& que aCalvino & illius ſequacibus dicuntur, manifeſtam in fe 
continere tum vanitatem, tum abſurditatem ; & ex iſto fonte emanaſſe 
ingentem illam idolalatriam, &c. And upon the ſame terms the So- 
cinians reject Calvin's Dodrine; See Yolkelius 4. 1. 22.c; p. 316. 
Tertinus error eorum eit, qui & hriſti corpus ſanguinemque re-vera 
quidens in ſacra cana a nobis comedt bibique exiitimant : verum non 
corporal, ſed ſpirituali ratione hoc a nobis fieri affirmant. Cujus qui- 
dem opinionis falſitas vel hoc uno convincitur, quod non ſolum Chriſts 
wverbis nequaquam continetur ; ſed etiam cum ſane mentis ratione pug- 
nat : que diftat, fieri non poſſe, ut Chriſti corpus. tanto intervallo a 
nobis disjunitum in cana re-vera comedamus. Idcirco & ile ipfe 
[ Calvinus ] gui ſententie iſtius author eft, fatetur, ſe hoc myſteriuns 
nec mente percipere, nec lingua explicare poſſe. 
I find alſo a late. Writer replying on this manner to his-Adver- F. 38. 
fary W. H. urging, ——That ſome of the Learned'ft of the Engliſh 0 
Clergy confeſs the Holy Euchariſt, after Conſecration, to be really examined, -. 
and truly our Saviour s Body ; and therefore adore it; and: for this 0-12. 
sauſe diſown the New Rubrick, which ſaith, Our Lord's Body is in 
' Heaven, and not on the Altar; telling us, that" they acknowledge the 
| Thing, only dare not beſo bold as the Romaniſts to determine the Min- 
ner, [a hug ſaid by Biſhop Azdrews and others, in the former Teſti- 
monies. I tind him, I ſay, returning this anſwer, 1. To the Rebrick. 
| -==T hat this new Rabrick is but the old one reſtored ; [where he might 
& have done well to have conſidered by whom it was alfo ejected, be- 
fore its late reſtorement in A. D. 1661. viz. by the Exz/iſh Clergy ; 
and that within.a year or two after it firſt appeared a New Add:ti- 
onal in King Edward's ſecond Common-Prayer Book.] 2. To the 
Perſoxs, --- If (faith he) you ſpeak true of them, what regard ſhould we 
have of the judgment of {uh Clergy-men, as declare their aſſent and con-- 
ſent to all things contained in; and preſcribed by, the Book of Common« - 


Prayer, . 
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Prayer, and Articles of Religion ;, and yet diſown the Rubrick, and be- 
lieve Tranſubſtantiition, and adore the Euchariſt as Chriſt's Body ? 
Why do not you call ſac the Roman Clergy rather than the Engliſh, 
if they differ from you but oily in a want of boldneſs to determine the 


Manner, whilft they acknow!:dre the Thing ? What if a Biſhop Bram- 


hall will have the Pope to be Frincipiuim Unitatis, ard take Grotius 
to be of the mind of the Church of England 3; ( who would have Rome 
to be the Miſtrefs-Church, and the Pope to be the Univerſal Gover- 
nor, according to the Canons of Councils, even the Council of Trent; ) 


,muſt we therefore ſtoop to ſuch mens judgments ? Or might you not as 


well tell us, That Cailander or Militier, yea or Bellarmine, were of 
your mind? Thiwus he. But if the acknowledging an eſſential or 
ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt's Body, or of his Fleſh and Blood 


-that was born of the Virgin Mary, inthe Eucharift, and with the 


Symbols , tho' the manner not preſcribed, doth Romanize this 
nn, - 3 Biſhop Cozſizs is one of thoſe number. * And it is much, 
that this perſon, having read his Book, (who alſo, which I much 
wonder at, makes this his own opinion of an Eflential preſence 
that of all Proteſtants ) did not diſcern this ; but hath in his Poſt- 
= recommended for the fatisfaftion of others, one ſo much 
diftering from his own Judgment ; who ſpeaks of this preſence of 
our Lord much otherwiſe than the Biſhop, in this manner. p. 14. 
——That the Exchariſt s Chriſt's Body and Blood repreſentative ; 
and not of ſuch a Body as he hath now glorified, | which he denies to 
be fleſh and blood, | but ſuch as was truly fleſh and blood, which he 
once offered ; the Benefits of which Sacrifice are really given us in, and 
by, the Euchariſt. And p. 15. --—That our Lord at his laſt Supper 
ſpeaketh of a Repreſentative Body and Blood, [| i. e.in the words, Hoc 
eſt Corpus meum, ] whez his real Body was not broken nor ſlain ; nor 
his blood ſhed, till after. And ---I ca ſcarce believe ( ſaith he ) that 
man, that ſaith he beliewveth, that they [the Apoſtles] believed, that 
then they did eat Chris very Fleſh and Blood. Andelſewhere*, to 
St. Cyril's words, [ Do not look on it as bare bread, and bare wine, for 
it is the Body and Blood of Chriſt. Foy tho' thy ſenſe ſuggetts this to 
thee, yet let Faith confirm thee. ] he anſwers, The Bread and Wine 
are not bare or meer Bread and Wine, but Chriit's Body and Blood ; 
as the Kjug's Statue in Braff is not bare braſs. In all which we hear 
of the benefits of our Lord's Body and Blood, and of his Sacriticeon 


the Croſs, really given to us in the Euchariſt ; but nothing of his 


very Fleſh and Blood really and eſſentially preſent there ; a thing 
profeſſed abundantly by Biſhop Conſins. 
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CHAP. IV, 


Conſiderations on the third Obſervation: No Adoration intend- 
ed or due to any Corporal preſence. 


His from $. 19, I had to preſent concerning the ſecond Ob- g, ,,_ 
ſervable in this Declaration; the reaſon given there, Why the 
Natural Body of Chriit is not in the Euchari#t. T now proceed to the 
third Obſervable, where it is declared, That no Adoration 1s in- 
tended, or ought, to be doxe unto any Corporal preſence of Chrift”s natu- 
ral Fleſh and Bloed. 

1, Where Firſt, as I think, that all grant a kneeling and adora- 
tion both of ſoul and body due to God the Father and Son, .for a ſiz- 
nification of our humble and grateful acknowledgment of the benefits of 
Chrift, given in this ſacred Solemnity to all worthy receivers, as the De- 
claration hath it : ſo T ſuppoſe the p_ Clergy will grant, that 
if there were a Corporal preſence of Chriſt's natural Body in this 
Holy Sacrament, then Kneeling and Adoration would be.here due 
alſo upon ſuch an account. 

2. Tho' the Corporal preſence of Chriſt's Body, #. e. of its being 
there ad modum Corporis, or cloathed with the ordinary properties 
of a body, be denied ; as it is not only by the Engliſh Divines, but 
by the Lutheran and Roman ( fee below d. 48. ) yet let there be 
any other manner of Preſence (known from divine Revelation) of 
the very ſame body and blood, and this is as real and eſſential (let it 
be called Spiritual, Myſtical, or by what name you pleaſe) as if cor- 
poral ; and then I donot ſee, but that Adoration will be no leſs 
dueto it, ths, than ſo, preſent. 

3- And thirdly to ſhew that the Church of England hath here- g as; 
tofore believed and affirmed ſuch a Preſence to which they thought 
Adoration due; I muſt ( herealſo) ſet before you what I have 
met with in ſuch writers of hers, as are of no mean account. 

Of this then firſt thus Biſhop Azdrews in anſwer to Bellarmine ; $, ,2. 
where, the Cardinal colleCting from K. James's alledging the Ado- 
ration of the Sacrament in the Church of Rowe for a Novelty, that 
the King diſallowed adorationem Chriſti Domini in- Sacramento miro, - 
ſed vero modo preſentis, the learned Biſhop ( Reſp. ad Apol. 8. c. p. 

195. ) goes on thus, Apage vero, Quis et hoc decerit ? Sacramentz, . 
1delt, Chrifti in Sacramento. Imo Chriftus ipſe Sacramenti res, . 
in, & cum Sacraments, extra &. fine Sacramento, nbi bi eft,. ado" 
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randus eft : Rex autem Chriitum in Euchariſt ia were preſentem, were 
& adorandum ſtatuit ;, rem ſcilicet Sacramenti, at non Sacramentum ; 
terrenam ſcilicet partem , ut Irzneus ; vilibilem, at Augulſtinus. 
[ Which Father the Biſhop had quoted a little betore, ſaying, Sa- 
crificium Euchariſtiz duobus confici, vifkbili.clementorum ſpecie, 
& inviſibili Chrilti carne & ſanguine ; ficut Chriſti perſona conſtat 
ex Deo & homine, cum ipſe verus ſit Deus, & verus homo. ] Nos 
vero & in myſteriis carnem Chriitt adoramus, cum Ambroſio ; & non 
id, ſed eum qui ſuper altare colitur. Male enim, quid bi colatur, 
querit Cardinalts, cum quis, devuit ; cum Nazianzenus eum dzcat, 
won id, Nec carnem maniiucamus, quin adoremus prins, cum Augu- 
ſtino : & Sacramentum tamen nulli adoramus. 

Again, thus Dr. Taylor in anſwer to that ſaying of Ambroſe, 
[Adorate ſcabellum, &c. per ſcabellum, terra intelligitur, per ter- 
ram.caro Chriiti, quam hodie quoque in myſterits, ( z. e. the Eu- 
chariſt or'Symbols) adoramus ; & quam Apoſtoli in Domino Jeſu 
adorarunt. ] We worſhip, &c. (faith the DoCtor ) for we receive 
the myſteries, as repreſenting and exhibiting to our ſouls the fleſh and 
blood o Chriſt ; ſothat we wotſhip [he means the body or the fleſh of 
Chriſt ] in the ſumption and venerable.uſages of the ſigns of his body, 
but we give no divine hononr to the ſigns, 

Again thus Biſhop Forbes, quoted before, de Exchar. 2.1. 2. c. 9.8. 
—— Az Ghriſtus ia Euchariſtia ſit adorarans, Protelſtantes ſantores 
nos dubitant. In ſumptione enim Enchariſtie (ut utar werbis Archi- 
epiſcopi Spalatenſis) adorandus eſt Chriſtus vera latria ; ſiquidem cor- 
pus ejus vivum & glorioſum miraculo quodam ineffabili digne ſument1 
pony) as adeſt : & has adoratio non pani, non vino, non ſumptioni, non 
comeſtiont ; ſed ipſi corpori Chriſti immediate, per ſumptionem Eu- 
cheriſtie exhibita, debetur & perficitur., 

Thus alſo the Archbiſhop of Spalato, 7.1. 11.6. 7, $. ——S1. ſe- 
eundum weritatem qui digne ſumit Sacramenta corporis & ſanguints 
Chriſti, ille were & realiter corpus & ſanguinem Chriſti, in ſe corpo- 
raliter, modo tamen quodam ſpiritualil, miraculoſo, & imperceptibili, 
ſumit ; -omnis digne communicans adorare poteſt & debet corpus Chri- 
ft quod recipit : non quod lateat corporaliter 1n- pane, aut {ub pane, 
aut ſub ſpeciebus & accidentibius pants ; ſed quod quando digne ſumitur 
pans ſacramentalis, tunc etiam ſumitur cum pane Chriſti corpus reale 
zi communioxi realiter preſens. 

And laſtly, thus Mr. Thorndyke argues for it, Epil. 3.1. 30. 
P- 359. ——T ſuppaſe ( ſaith he) that the body and blood of Chriſt 
may be adored whereſoever they are, and muſt be adored by a good Chri- 
ftian, where the cuſtom of the Church, which .a Chriſtian is obliged to | 
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communicate with, requires it. ——This honour [ i. e. of worſhipping 
the body and blood of Chriſt ] being the duty of an affirmative pre- 
cept, (which according to the received rule, ties always, tho" it cannot 
tye a Man to dothe duty always ; becauſe he then ſhould do nothing elſe : ) 
what remains but a juſt occaſion to make it requiſite, and nw to 
take hold and oblige? And is not the preſence thereof in the Sacra- 
ment of the Euchariſt a juſt occaſien preſently to expreſs, by that bod!! 

att of Adoration, that inward honour, which we always carry —_ 


our Lord Chriſt as God ? 


Now notwithſtanding this, whereas the late Declaration hrit $. 47. 


ſaith, That adoration onght not to be done to any corporal preſence of 
o»7 Lord's natural Body, as in the Eucharilt ; and 2/y, "Uhat upon 
this reaſon, becauſe the natural Body of our Lord is not in the Encha- 


riſt; and 3/y, That again upon this reaſon, becauſe this Body being in 


Heaven cannot alſo be in the Euchariſt ; 1.e. in more places than one 
at the fame time : therefore it ſeems clearly to deny Adoration due 
to Chrilt's Body as any way preſent in the Eucharilt ; contrary to 
the fare-cited Doctrine, and contrary to the Religion of King James 
and Biſhop 4z4rwvs publiſhed to the world abroad. Or ar lealt, in 
thus denying adoration due to a corporal preſence, and then not 
declaring any other preſence of Chriſt's Body in the Sacrament 
that 1s adorable, when as ſuch a preſence they believe: it ſeems to 
betray the communicants to a greater miſcarriage in their behayt- 
our, as to ſuch our Saviour's preſence at the receiving of thele 
dreadtul Myſteries; and to abridg this duty of that extent in 
which it had formerly been recommended by this Church. This 
briefly on the third Obſervable. 


CHAP. V. 
Some Replies to the former Diſcourſe. 


" FOO conflude. Some Replies I can imagine to this former Dil- 


courſe. Such as theſe. 1. 'To the firſt Obſervable aboveſaid, En 
ir 


% 


d. 4. viz. 1 hat the natural Boay of our Lord i not in the Encharift, 7; whe of 
that the meaning is, not, that zf 15 not there 1n its eflence, or fub- The Namw- 


{tance at all ; but only that the natural body, &c. is mot there modo 
naturali, 'or ad modum corporis naturalts, not there after a natural 


ral Body of 
our Lord 
not in the 


manner. And if the Declaration means only this, ( for which fee Zucharif 


Dr. Taylor before $. 15. and in the following Diſcourſe concerning 


the Euchariſt g. 6.) I grant it a truth; but find all other parties, the 
E Luthe- 


——... i. 


modo na- 
turali. 
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Concerning the Rubrick of the Engliſh Liturgy. 


Lutherans, Calvinijts, the Roman as well as the Engliſh Church, a- 
gr2cing ia it, { For, for the Roman thus ſpeaks the Council of 
1'ront, Sell. 13. 1.6 ——/Negue erin hes inter fe pugnant , juxta 
224um exiftend! naturalem Saluatorem noſtrum in cxlis aſſraere ad dex+- 
tran Pair, & nobis ſubſtantia ſua adeſje preſcentem Sacramentaliter, 
ea exiſtedt ratione ; quam, etſi verbis exprimcere vix poſſumus, Poſfes 
bilem tamen eſſe Deo coottatione per fidem illuſtrata aſſequs poſſumns, 
&c. 'I' lus Bellarmize de Euchar, z 1. 2.C.---3,5.C, 10. C. and elle- 
where in that Treatiſe, —Chriſtum non eſſe in Enchariſtia ut iz 
loco, wel ut in vaſe, aut ſub aliquo welo, ſed eo moo ut panis pris ; 
ſed non ita, ut attidentia pants inhereant Chriſti ſubſtantie , non co- 
exiſtere aut commenſrart loco ; non eſe, ita ut habeat ordinem ullunz 
a corpora circumſtantia; non eſſe ſerſthile, viſibile, taxgibile, exten- 
ſum ; noa adeſſe mobiliter, extenſive, corporaliter, [ as we underitand 
this word to exclude not 24turam, but wodum corporis, | 

And thus Dr. Holden, p. 3 1834 Verum & reale corpus Chriſti 
profitemur of in hoc Sacramento; non more corporeo & paſſibili, ſed 
ipirituali & #xwiſibili, nobis-omnino incognito. Spirituali, 1. C. as 
oppoſed to corporali, but by no means as oppoſed to rea/i, And as 
for the Lutheran T find this in the pacitick Diſcourles of Biſhop Mor- 
ton, Bilhop Hall, and Biſhop Davenant (ee the 11th. Chapter of 
his aahort. ad pacem Feeleſte) ſufficiently taken notice of, and urged 
for leflening the difference between the ſeveral parties of the Re- 
tormed. ——Chriſtam adeſſe ſents, but inviſiviliter, intaugibiliter, 
ſpiritualiter, ineffabiliter, ſacramentaliter, modo ſupernaturali, rati- 
oni humane incomprehenſibilt, caleſti, Deo ſolt noto. —— Again, (a- 
bout oral manducation in this his preſence with the ſigns ) Re- 
cips quidem ore, ſed participart modo divino, admirabili, inſcrutabil: ; 
08 atteri dentibus, non dividi, partiri, frangi : per ſubſtantialiter, 
corporaliter, oraliter , nthil aliud ſienificari niſi veram manaucati- 
onem ; non phyſicum, nn eſſe cibum corruptibilem, ſed ſpiritualem ; 
manducart a fidelibus, non ad corpus nutriendum, |[ 1. e. materially, ] 
ſed ad animam ſuſtentandam, &c. Theretore do they, as others, 
dete(t the Capernaitan error. 

Totheſe 1 may add what Biſhop Forbes ſaith, de Exchar. l. r.c.1, 
28. hd. —— Nemo ſane mentis Chrittum de czlo, wel de dextra Patris 
deſcendere viſtbiliter ant inviſibiliter, ut in cana vel ſrenis localiter, 
(1. Ce. per modum corporis ) adſit, exiſtimat. Fizeles onmmes unanimt 
conſenſu, & uno ore profitentur, ſe firmiter retinere articulos fidet 
[ aſcendit in ccelos, ſedet ad dextram Patris: ] & modum bujus pre- 
ſentie credere ſe non eſſe naturalem, corporalem, carnalem, localem , 


per ſe, &c. ſed abſque ulla-calorum deſertione, ſed [upernaturalem, &C. 


FY _—_—C _ Le i. 


Concerning the Rubrick of the Engliſh Liturgy. 


__ 


But then, beſides that the Propoſition, carrying ſuch a meaning, $. 49. 


had need to be altered in the expreſſion ( theſe two being very dit- 
ferent, the natural body is not here, and the natural body is here, but 
zot after a natural mode : )) the Reaſon which follows, and is given 
to confirm it, hindreth me from thinking, that the preſent Clergy 
ſo underſtands it, wiz. this Reaſon giveth, That Chriſt's natural 
Body is not there, becauſe it 7s pre, the truth of Chriſt natural Bo- 
dy to be ( which ſeems all one as if it ſaid, Chriſt's natural Body can- 
not be) at one time in more places thaw one. But if they hold the na- 
tural Body to be there, as well as in Heaven ; this its being there 
(tho? there modo non naturali ) overthrows this Reaſon, by its be- 
ing ſtill in two places, the ſame time, in one, awodo natural; ; in the 
other, modo non natural. 


To the 2d. Obſervable, the Reaſon given. It may be ſaid all>, I = 
conn 


turali, or ad modum corporis uaturalis, 1n more places than one at 


That it is againſt the truth of Chriſt's natural Body to be modo na- 7h 


once ; but yet that, modo non naturali, it might by the divine Body mor in 


power be rendred in divers places at once : and therefore that this 


many places 
at once 


natural Body ( abſolutely ſpeaking ) is not denied to be alſo in the modo na- 


Euchariſt, and not only in Heaven. 


turali. 


1. But here alſo firſt, I do not ſee any truth in ſuch a gloſs, for s. 51, 


that which hath been ſaid before, $. 27. For if ( it not implying a 
true contradiCtion) God by his divine power can make the eſſence 
or ſubſtance -of a Body to be in more places or «b/'s than one at 
once; .he can make all the ſame properties or qualities thereof to be 
{o too. For I ſee not how there can be more difficulty or contradi- 
Ction, to make one and the ſame quantity or quality to be in two 
places at once, than to make one and the ſame natural ſubſtance z 
nor why more, to make the ſame natural ſubſtance of a body to be 
circumn{erly places, than the ſame Angel definitive ; both 
of theſe being finite, and having certain limits of their eſſence, out 
of which there eſſence naturally is not. 


2. Admitting this Gloſs for true, as alſo that made upon the firſt g, 52. 


Obſervable, $. 48. yet I ſee not how theſe two aſſertions is the 
Declaration (SF. 45.) if they be thus underſtood, can afford any 
foundation for the 3d. aſſertion for- which they are urged, vz. 
That no Adoration is due to Chriſs natural Body as being in the Eu- 
chari#t : which natural Body being granted by theſe gloſſes to be 
there, tho not after a natural manner, yet can be no leſs, for this, 
an object of Adoration. 


_ E 2 3. To 


72 Comcerning the Rubrick of the Engliſh Liturgy. 


8. 53- 3, Tothe 3d. Obſervabie concerning Adoration, it may be.ſaid ; 
keg That Aaoration to Chriit's Body, as really and eſſentially preſent ia the 
on; Adora. Euchariſt, is not denied ; but only as to any corporal preſence of it 
zionnor de- there, ( which ſcems allo to be the cauſe, that the Revivers of this 
—_ Rubrick changed here the words of the. former) [ No Adoration 
aly and ef. ought to be done to the real and eſſential] into [| No Adoration 
mp6 »  Ought to be done to the corporal preſence. | 
corporally IT. Yet methinks here allo firit, they ſhould have more clearly 
preſent. exprelled this, to preyent ſuch a miſapprehenſion. 2. Adoration 
$ 5+ bcing granted due in one way, as not due in another ; and Chriſt's 
natural Body being granted preſent one way, as not preient in. 
another ; mcthinks rhe former ſhauld have been expreſſed as much 
or more, than the latter ; and the whole frame of the Declaration 
have been changed thus, according to the true meaning of thoſe 
who received it; viz. [hat Adoration is intended and ought to be 
done, tho" not to the Sacramental Bread and Wine there bodily received, 
becauſe the Sacramental Bread and Wine remain ſtill in their very na- 
tural ſubſtances, and therefore may not Le adored ; yet ought to be done 
to the real ana eſſential preſence of ChriſPs natural Fleſh and Blood : 
becauſe the natural Body and Blood of our Saviour Chriſt are not only in 
Heaven, but alſo truly in the Euchariſt ; it being not againſt the truth 
of Chriſt's aatural Body, (if not after a natural manner, yet) in its 
true reality and eſſence, after ſome other inanner effected ſupernaturally 
by divine power, to be at one time in more places than one. 
& 55. Laſtly, in oppolition to the Proteſtant Teſtimonies here pro- 
duced, perhaps lome- other may be collected out of the ſame Au- 


thors tlat ſeem to qualifie theſe here {et down, and better to ſuit. 


with the expretſicns of this Declaration. But neither will this at- 
ford any relief. For to free them from a real contradiction, the 
tenſe of the others reduced to thoſe here cited will leavgegll things 
in the ſame ſtate ; or ele the ſenſe of theſe accommodate to others 
will appear to abett no more than bare Zyinglianiſm, [ i.C. an abſo- 
lute nou-preſence of Chriſft®s Body in the Euchariſt, [ave only in its ver- 


tue, gnd effetts, and the preſence of his Spirit, &c. ] and to oppots. 


and Yettroy the general "Tradition and Doctrine of the Fathers. 
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R Preſuppoſitions. F. 1, 
b 1, Of a Precept of giving Divizxe Worſhip to our Lord. v. 1. 
2. Of our Lord's whole Perſon its being where his Body ts. \. 2. 


3}. Of this Divine Perſon being ſupremely adorable wherever 
| his Body ts : Granted by Protettants. y. 3. 
Not only in Virtue, but Subtante. \. 5. 


4. That this Preſence of owr Lord's Body and Blood is by Pro- 
teftants affirmed in the Euchariſt ; and that this Body is ther, 
to be worſhipped with Jupreme Adoration. F. 5. 


5. Further affirmed ; That Chriſt”s Body and Blood are preſent 
not only. to the worthy Communicant, but to the Symbols ; ana 


whilſt preſent are to be adored. \. 7. 
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6. Granted by Daille , That tho" he and his believe not Chriſt" 
Boay preſent in the ſins, yet they, for this, break not. Com» 
mmmnion with thoſe that hold it. $. 8. 
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Contents, . 


Catholick Aſſertions. 


1. A Sienor Symbol to remain after Conſecration diſtindt from 
the thing ſianified. Y. 9. 

This external S$1gn to be all, that which is perceptivleby the ſenſes, 
of the Bread and Wint ; tho" not their Subſtance. \. 10. 


2. The word Sacrament fo be taken not always in the ſame ſenſe, 
but ſometimes for the Siga or Symbol, ſometimes for the 
thing ſignified. $. 11. 

2. Catholicks eronnd Adoration, not on Tranſubſtantiation, 
( which, as alſo Conſubſtantiation, involves it ) but on Real 
Preſeace with the Symbols : maintaining Adoration due, tho” 
Chriſt's Body were preſent, neither under the Accidents of 
Bread ( 2s Catholicks ſay); mor under the Subſtance of 
Bread ( as Lutherans ſay ); but after ſome other unknown 
manner diſtiuet from both. $. 15. 


LS on Zo ) 
4. Suppoſing ( not grant'/1ig (11 abſtantiation an error, yet 
if Corporal or Real Pref: 114 by the Lutherans bs true, 


Catholicks plead their Adoration warrautable, F. 18. 


5. Suppoſing Real Preſence an Error, and the Luthcran and 
Roman Church both mijiaken ; yet theſe latter, in ſuch Ado- 
ration, as excufable from Idolatry, as the other. y. 19. 


6. Suppoſins both the former Opinions Errors, and ( inated ) 
no Preſence of Chriſt's Body with the Symbols at all ; yet ſuch 
Adoration by the one, or the other of Chriſt (who is a true 
object of ſupreme Adoration, and only miſtaken by them to 
be where be is not ) cannot be termed ſuch Idolatry, as is the 


profeſſed worſhipping of an Object not at all adorable, y. 21. 


7. Whatever Idolatry it is called in a Manichean worſhipping 
Chriſt in the Sun or in an Iſraelite worſhipping God in the 
Calves at Dan and Bethel, becauſe adoring a farcy of their 
own, ( and a good intention grounded on a culpable ignorance 
excuſeth none from Idolatry ; ) get {ace Daille, and perhaps 
others, allows a reaſonable ( tho" miſtaken )) ground of Ado- 
ration ſufficient for avoiding the juſt imputation of _—y : 

ne 
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Contents. 
hence if Catholicks can produce a rational ground of their appre- 
hending Chriſt preſent in the Euchariſt, tho" poſſivly wh 
in it, they are to be excuſed from Idolatry, on the ſame 
terms. Q.22. 


Catiolicks Grounds for thery Belzef. 


1. Divine Revelation. F. 24. 

2. The Declaration thereof by the ſupremeſt Church- Autho+ 
rity in Councils. F. 25. 

3- The Teſtimoay of Primitive Times. y. 26. 

4+ The Univerſal Doftrine and Praftice of the later, both 
Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches. Q. 27. 

5. Proteltant Conceſſions. F. 28. 
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8, For theſe Grounds given by Catholicks, Idolatry by many Pro- 
teitants of late but faintly charzed upois the Church of Rome. 
d. 30. 


; 9. Catholicks grant, That to adore what is believed to be Bread, 
- or perform the external ſizns of Adoration to our Lord as pre- 
ſent there, where the Worſhipper believes he is not, is unlaw- 


ful to be done by any whilſt ſo perſwaded. y. 3 g. 
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CATHOLICK Theſes, 


Concerning the 


ADORATION of Chriſt's Body and Bloo4 


IN THE 


EUCHARIST. 


( 7 oft vi the Adoration of Chriſt's Body and Blood, and lo £. x. 


of his Divine Perſon, as preſent in the Euchariſt, x. I ſhall 
ſhew, what in reaſon i or mut be conceded by Proteſtants. 
2, Examine wha: Catholics maintain. 

I, I ſuppole a general precept of giving ſupreme and divine ado- Suppoſiti+ - 
ration to or7 Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriit : And, that as Aﬀirma- %* 
tive precepts ( ſuch as'this 1s) do not oblige to every time, and 
place ; fo, if they are unlimited and general, they warrant the 
lawtulncſs of our practice of them in any time or place ; nor is 
there any need of any particular divine command in reſpe& of 
thele (1. e. places and times, ,) without which command we may 
not obey them. [ For, what abſuraities would follow hence? For, 
Was our Saviour, when on Earth, never lawfully worſhipped, but 
in place, or time, firſt commanded ? Nor then, when he ſhewed 
and preſented himſeit to them for ſome other purpoſe, than for 
adoration ? as to tcach them, to ſuffer for them, &c. Might not 
the Magi worſhip him lying in the Cratch, divetted of all appear- 
ance of Majelty, without a ſpecial command from God ? ] But it 
is ſufficient to warrant our praCtice of them ; if, in reſpett of ſuch . 
time, and place, tiere be no exprels-prohibition. 

2. I {uppolc ; that, where-ever the Body of our Lord is, there « &. >. 
his whole perſon ; it being no more fince his RefurreQion to be a 
dead body, ( for Chrift dieth no more, Rom. 6.9.) ; but having 
the Soul joyned with it : as likewiſe, ever ſince the Incarnation, 
having alſo its hypo#aſis or ſubſiſtence from the Divinity joyn- - 
ed with it; even when it was in the Graye, and the Soul. fe- - 
'vered from it, 

V. 2 3» © 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Euchariit. 


3. I ſuppoſe, ir is a thing granted alſo by learned Proteſtants, 
That, where ever this Body of our Lord is preſent, there this Divine 
Perſon is ſupremely adorable : As the Divinity every where preſent 
is every where adorable, and may be fo adored ia the preſence or 
before any of his Creatures; if ſuch adoration be directed to him, 
not it, (as, when I ſee the Sun riſing, I may lawfully fall down on 
my knees, and bleſs the Omnipotent Creator of it ; and ſee 1 Cor. 
14. 24,2 5.) may be, Tiay, but not, wit : for where there 1s only 
ſuch a general preſence of the Divinity; as 1s in every me, place, 
and thing ; here our Adoration may and mult be diſpented with, 
as to ſome times, and places. 

None likewite can deny, That the Humanity of our Lord allo, 
in a notion abſtractive from the Divinity perſonally united to it, 1s 
truly adorable ; tho* this with a worſhip not exceeding that due to 
a Creature. 

[ For the lawfulneſs of Adoration, where ever is ſuch a preſence 
of the perſon of our Lord, ſee Biſhop Andrews, Reſp. ad Apol.p.195. 
Chriſtus ipſe Sacramenti res [ ſive ] in & cum Sacramento, ſive extra 
& ſine Sacramento, ubi-ubi et, adorandns eſt. 

Thus alſo Dailie, Apol. des Eglis. Reform. c. 10. who, in pitching 
eſpecially on this point, Adoration of the Euchariſt, as hindring the 
Proteſtants longer ſtay in the Roman Communion, hath in this 


Diſcourſe, and in two Replies to. Chaumont made atterward in de- 


fence of at, diſcuſſed it more particularly than many others) in an- 
{wer to S, Ambroſe and S, Auſtin their adoring the fleſh of Chriſt 
in the Myſteries. —— The Humanity.of Jeſus Chrilt ( faith he) per- 
ſonally united to the Divinity, is by conſequence truly aud properly ado- 


able. And again: They only adored Jelus Chrilt iz the Sacrament ; 


which is the thing we agree to. And ibid. p. 29. We do willinzly adore 
Jeſus Chriſt, who is preſext in the Sacrament, namely Ly Faith in 
the heart of the Communicants, &c. And fee Dr. Stillingfleet in 
his Roman. Idol. c. 2. p. 114. —— The Queſtion (laith he) be- 


tween us, is not whether the perſon of Chriſt is to be worſhipped 


with Divine worſhip , for that we freely acknowledge. And altho* 
the humane nature of Chriit, of it ſelf, can yield us no ſufficient 


reaſon for adoration | he muſt mcan, Divine ] : yet being conſider- 


ed as united to the Divine Nature, that cannot hinder, the ſame 
Divine worſhip being given to his Perſon, which belongs to his Di- 
vine Nature; any more than the Robes of a Prince can take off 
from the honour due unto him. Tho? how well that which he ſaith 
before, zbid. $. 2. (as it ſeems againſt worſhipping Chriſt ſuppo- 
ſed preſent in the Euchariit, without a ſpecial command to do i ) 
CONtL2TS 


Concerning the Adoration of the Euthariit-, 


conſiſts with what he faith here, and with whar follows, let him 
look to 1t. | 


4. It is affirmed by many Proteſtants, eſpecially thoſe of the g.,, n.z. 


Church of Exgland, that this Body and Blood of our Lord is really pre- 
ſent, not only invirtae, but in ſubſtance in the Euchariſt, either with 
rhe Symbols immediately upon the Conſfecration ; or at leaſt ſo, as 
to be received in the Euchariit, together with the Symbols, by c- 
very worthy Communicant : and that this Body and Blood of our 
Lord, which is not ſevered from his Perſon, is then to be worſhip- 
ped with ſupreme Adoration, 

[ See 1. tor a ſ:b/tantial preſence of Chriſt's body in the Eucha- 
rift, ( I mean at 122|t to the worthy Receiver, conrradiftin& to a 
Preſence by effeft only, Influence, Virtue, Grace, or the Holy 
Spirit, uniting us to Chriit's Body in Heaven) Dr. Taylor of Real 
Preſence, p. 12. When the word Real (faith he) is denied [ 4. e. 
by Proteſtants, as it was in King Edward's time ] the word Real is 
taker for Natural, [ 2. e. as he explains it p.-5. including not only 
the nature of tl;e Body, for that 1s the ſubſtance ; but the corpo- 
ral and natural manner of its exi!tence : he goes on, } But the 
rord ſubRtantialiter z a!ſo uſed by Proteſtants in this queſtion, which 
T [r-ppoſe may tr the ſame with that which is in the Article of Trent; 
Sacramentaliter prz{ca2s Salvator ſubſtantia ſua nobis -adeit ; 
ſubltance, bat after a Sacramental manner. See the ConfeTion of 
Bezz, end the Frexch Prorettants ( related by Hop. Hiit. Sacram. 
part. ult. p. 251..) Fatemrr in cana Domini non modo onnia Chri- 
ſti bensficia, ſed ipſum iam Filii hominis ſubſtantiam, ipſam, in- 
quam, Veran CArnem & vwerum illum ſanguinem, quem fudit pro 
nobis, non ſignificart duntaxat, aut ſymbolice, typice, vel fourate pro- 
pont tanquam abſentis memoriam ; fed vere ac certorepreſentari, exhi- 
beri, & applicanda offerri, adjunitis ([ymbelis minime nudis, ſed que 
( quod ad Denm ipſuz promittentem & offerentem attinet) ſemper rem 
ipſam were ac certo Conjunttam habeant ; ſroe fidelious, ſive infidelibus 
Prorouantur. 

Again, Bezz Epult 68. {peaking againſt Alemaznns, and ſome 0- 
thers, who oppoſed a /ub/tantial preſence ; Voluat ( faith he ) ex- 
Gallica Confsfrone [ Art. 36. ] & Litzrzia [ Catech. Din. 53. ] ex 
prngi fubitantiz wvocem, iacirco de indu(tria paſſim a Calvino & 4 
rae uſarpatam, ut eorum cal::mnie occarreremus, qui nos clamitant pro 
re Sacramenti non ipſum Chriſtum, ſed ejus duntaxat dona & ener- 
gizm, ponere, And Epi. 5. he argues thus az:inſt the ſame Ale- 
mannius. ——Velim igitur te imprimis intucrt Chrifti wverba;, Hoc 
et corpus meum, quod pro vobis traditur, & Hic elt ſanguis me- 
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Concerning the Ado7 ation of the Enchariit, 
us qui pro vobis fundicur. Age pro his vocibus Corpus & San- 
guis, d:camus, Hos eſt cflicacia mortis mee, que pro vobis tradi- 
tur ; His eft Spiritus mens qui pro vos effunditur : Quid ineptins 
&/# hac oratione ? Nam certe werba illa, Quod pro vobis traditur, & 
Qui pro vobis funditur, zeceſſario huc te adigunt, ut de ipſamet Corporis 
& Sanzinis lubltantia hoc ratellizere cogaris. 

See Hooker, Eccleſ. Pol. 5. 1. 67.4. p. 357. Wherefore ſhould the 
world continue ſtill diſtrafled and rent with ſo manifold contentions :; 
when there remaineth now no Controverſy, ſaving only about the ſub- 
ject where Chriit is? Nor doth any thing reſt doubtful in this, 
but whether, when the Sacrament is adminiftred, Chriſt be whole with- 
in Man only; or elſe his Body and Blood be alſo externally ſeated 
in the very conſecrated Elements themſelves? | But a great Contro- 
verſy ſurely there would be beſide this, if the one party held Chri/t's 
Body ſubſtantially, and the other 217tually preſent. ] Again, p. 360, 
All three opinions do thus far accord in one, &C, That theſe holy 
myſteries, received in due manner, do inſtrumentally both make ns par- 
takers of that tody, and blood, which were given for the life of the 
World ; and beſides alſo impart unto ns, even in true and real, tho" my- 
ſtical, manner, the very Perſon of our Lord himſelf, whole, perfect, and 
entire, 

Thus alfo Biſhop Andrews, Reſp. ad Apol. Bell. r. cap. p. 11. 
Nobis vobiſcum de Objetto conventt, de modo lis omnis eff, | But there 
would be a /zs concerning the Obje&, if one afirmeci the ſub/Farce ot 
the body there, the other only the virtve, or efhcacy. ] 

See Biſhop Coins his late Hiſtoria Tranſubſtantiationts, tit. cap. 2. 
Proteſt antium omnium conſenſus de reali, id eft, vera, ( ſed non Cor- 
nali) Preſentia Chriſti in Euchariltia manifeſte conftat, And in 
proof of this p. 10. hequotes Poixet Biſhop of Winchefter, his Di 
latticon de veritate, natura, atque ſubitantia Corporis & Sangninis 
Chriſti in Enchariſtia% Qaod (faith he) nor alio con{ilio edidit, 
quam ut fidem & -doitrinam Eccleſie Anglicans illuſtraret. Et primo 
oftendit Euchariſtiam non ſolum figuram eſſe Corporis Domint ; ſed 
etiam ipſam veritatem, naturam, atque ſubſtantiam in ſe comprehen- 
dere ; idcirco nec has wvoces Naturx & Subſtantiz fr2rendus eſſe ; 
Veteres enim de hoc Sacramento diſſerentes ita locutos failſe. Secundo 
querit, an voces ille, Veritas, Natura, & Subſtantia, comm:n1 mc- 
re in hoc myſterio a veteribus intellizebantur ; an peculiari & Sacra- 
mentis magis accommoaata ratione ? Neque enim obſervandum eſſe ſo- 
lum, quibus verbis olim Patres uſt ſunt, ſed quid iſtis ſignificare ac 
dozere voluerint. Et licet diſcrimen ipſe cam Patribus aonofcat, inter 
Co:pws Chriſti formam humani corporis naturalzm {abens, & quod 


Conterning the Adoration of the Euchariſt, 0 
in Sacramento eſt Corpus mylticum ; maluit tamen diſcrimen illud ad 
modum przſentiz & exhibitionis, quam 14 iplam rem, hoc e/t, Corpus 
Chriſti verum accommodarti ; cum certi//imum ſit, non alind Corpus in 
Sacramento fidelibus dari, niſi quod a Chriſto pro fidelium ſalute is 
mortem traditum fuit. Thus he, juſtifying Pornet's expreſſions 
ſpeaking in the language of the Fathers. p. 43. ——MNoz dicimns 
( faith he) in has ſacra Cana nos tantum eſſe participes fruftus mor- 
tis, O& paſſionts Chriſti ; ſed fundum ipſum cum fructibus, qui ab ip- 
fo ad nos redeant, conjungimns ; aſſerentes cum Apoſtolo, 1 Cor. 
Z 10.16. Panem quam trangimus efle x;47iav Corporis Chriſti, & 
Poculum Sanguinis cjus communicationem ; 6 7 eadem illa ſutb- 
ſtantia, quam accepit in utero Virginis, & quam ſurſum in calos in- 
vexit ; in hoc tantum a Pontificits diſfidentes, quod ills manadncationens 
q hanc & conjunttionem, corporaliter fieri credunt ; nos non naturalt 
* aliquaratione, aut modo corporali ; ſed tamen tam vere, quam ſi na- 
* turaliter aut corporaliter Chriſto conjungeremur. [ Here I underſtand 
* Jus non modocorporali not toexclude Corpus Domini, or non ratione 
aaturalt to excude xatura rei, or the thing it ſelf ; but only to ſignify, 
that the Body is preſent, not after a corporal manner, or with the 
dimenſions and orher common qualities of a Body ; which thing 1n- 
deed Catholicks alſo affirm. ] 

He ſeems alſo to grant, this ſubſtantial Preſence to be with the S- 5: 
Symbols, after Conſecration, on the Table, and before communi- * 5' 
cating. For p. 65. for this he quotes the Conc. Nicen. Sublata ir 
= alturs mente per fidem conſideremus, proponi in ſacra illa menſa Ag- 
= aum Dei tollemem peccata mundi. And p. 43. — Quoniam (faith 

* he) res /qnificata wobis offertur & exhibetur tam were quam ſiena ipſa: 
ea rattoxe ſignorum cum Corpore & Sanguine Domini conjunttionen 
agnoſrinus ; & mutata eſſe elementa dicimus in nſum alium ab e0 
que; prius habuerunt. | i.e. to be now conjoyned with, and to 
ex!11bit to us this Body of our Lord : which conjunCtion, he faith 
P. 45+ 15 made per omnipotentiam Dei. ] So he ſaith zbid. Non 
queritur, 4n Corpus Chriſti a Sacramento ſno, juxta mandatum ejus 
inſtituto ac uſurpato, abſit ; quod nos Proteſtantes & Reformati nequa- 
quam dicimus aut credimus,. Nam cum ibi detur & ſumatur, on 
nino oportet ut adfit ; licet Sacramento ſuo quaſi contettum ſit, & 
ibi, ut in ſe eſt, conſþici nequeat. And p. 125, —— Fieri enim 
( faith he ) de Elemento Sacramentum [ which ſurely is done in the 
Conſecration ] zec conſiſtere Sacramentum ſine Re Satramenti, firmi- 
ter tenent. And this conjunttio Corporis Chriſti, p. 35. heaffirms to be 
made in receiving the Sacrament, not only cum anima, ſed etiam cum 


corpore noſtro. 
| Laſtly, 
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Laſtly, the modzrs of this true Preſence of the Body of our Lord , 
with the Signs or Symbols in the Sacrament, when as it remains 
in Heaven til] our Lord's ſecond coming, he makes, as others, ro 
be ineffabilis, imperſcrutabilis, non ratione inquirendiu. at indagan- 


Aus. P. 35. Nos vero huns modum | praxſ{entiz Chriſti in Eu- 
charifhia ] fatemur cum Patribus eſſe ineffabilem, atque imperſcri 
talilem, hoc eſt, non ratiove inquirendum, aut indagandim ; ſed (0- 
la fide credendum. Etſi enim widetur incredibile in tanta locorum 
diſtantia penetrare ad nos Chriſti carnem, ut nobis fit in cibum; mc- 
miniſſe tamen oportet, quantum ſupra ſenſus noſtros emineat Spiri- 
1s Santti virtus, & quam ſtultum (i: ejus immenſitatem modo no- 

ro metiri welle, Quod ergo mens noſtra non comprehendit, concipi- 
at fides, | The like ro whic' efſe ineffabilem, & ſupra ſerſus,, Ca- 
tholicks ſay of the ſame preſence of our Lord in_ the Eucharitt 72 
tanta locorum diſtantia, whillt alſo at rhe very ſame time it is in Hea- 
ven. ] And thus Laxfrazk long ago in his: anſwer to Bereagarins, 
( whocontended that Chriſti Corpus clo devocari non poterit, ) quo- 
ting the words 0i St. Ardrew a little before his Paſſion : ——Cum 
wero in terris carnes ejus ſunt comeſte, & vere ſangiis ejus ſit bibi- 
tus ; ipſe tamen uſqte in tempora reſtitutionis onniun in culeftilus 
ad dextram Patris integer ſemper perſeverat & wvivat. Si quaris 
( ſaith he ) modwm quo. id fieri poſit ; breviter ad preſens reſpon- 
deo, Myſterium eſt fidei : credi ſalubriter poteſt, wveſtivari utiliter 
on poteſt. See alio tie Gallicay Conteſlion, produce.l by this Bi- 
{hop, p.. 23.. where they ſay, Chriftus in cz1is manſurus donec w- 
ziat ; and yet autriens & vivifica: s 10s Corporis & Sanguinis ſu 
{ubſtantia, (i. e. in the Sacrament : ] that Ho myſterium noſtr.e 
cum Chriſto coalitionis tam ſublims «ſt, ut omnes noſtros ſenſus, to= 
tumque adeo ordinem. nature ſuperat. lInall theſe then doth not tlie 
incomprehentibility and ny of this My ſcery he in this, 


*p.122. & that the oac Body of our Lord ſhould be at once in two places, 


UC EE 


viz, preſent at the ſame. time in Heaven, ,and.t9 us here 1n_the 
Sacrament ? And yet this.Biſhopſcems to find ſome troutle.in it, 
to make. any other unexplicable or uninteVigible Kyitery in the 
Catrolicks Tranſubſtantiation, fave only this. See p. 12:, For 
the ceaiing of the ſubſtance of the Elements .by Guil's Oranipv- 
tency he allows very feiſivle ; and then the AdsuRticn of Chrit's 
Body ( pre-cxiitent ) in the place of their /u>!tance, labours under 
no other difficulty, fave this, this Body its beiag art once in iww3 
places, here and in Heaven :. nor, having twice * menozioned 
tuch a Sacramental Preſence of our Lord, hath he replied any 
thing again(T it, but that thus the term of Tr2z{1!/tantiation is nut 
rightly 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Euchari, 7 


rightly applied to ſuch an AdduCtion ; which is a Logomachy. But 
this ſcems the difficulty and incomprehenſibility that Proteſtants 
alſo confeſs in their Sacramental Preſence of our Lord 22 tanta loco- 
rum diftantia paſcentis nos in Euchariſt ia vera Corports ſui preſentia & 
ſubſtantia. 
Laſtly, after this Biſhop, with others, hath ſo far conformed to $5-25- 1 
the Expreſſions and Language of the Fathers, as to allow an Efſen- 
tial or Subſtantial preſence of Chriſt's Body, it ſeems he finds ſome 
of theſe Expreſſions alto ſo far to advance toward a Subſtantial 
tranſmutation of the Elements, as that he ſaith, p. 113. ——Noz 
abnuimus, wonnulla apud Chryſoſtomum alioſque Patres inveniri, 
ge emphatice, immo vero Hyperbolice de Euchariſtia prolata ſunt : 
E? que, niſi dextre capiantur, incautos homines facile in errores ab= 
ducent. And below : Santtiſ/imi Patres quo hee auditorum animis 
vehementins & efficacius imprimerent, de Typis, tanquam ſi ef- 
ſent ipſa Antitypa, Oratorum more multa enunciant. And again, 
p. 117. Si werba [1.e, of ſome of the Fathers] nimis rigide 
urgeantur abſque intelleffu Sacramentali ; mihil alind ex its colligz 
Poteſt, quam Panem & Vinum proprie & realiter ipſum Chrits 
Corpus & Sanzninem eſſe; quod ne ipſi quidem Tranſubſtantia- 
tores admittunt, Where he granting the expreſſions of ſome of 
the Fathers ſo high as to tranſcend the Aflertions of Catholicks, 
or Tranſubſtantiators ; whoſe Afſertions again tranſcend thoſe 
of Proteſtants in this Myſtery : it ſeems not reaſonable, that he 
{hould after this depreſs and extenuate their meanings, to coun- 
teance and comply rather with that Opinion that is farther di- 
itant from their expreſſions. Neither will the ſame Fathers cal- 
ling, 1n other places, the Elements Symbols and Signs of Chrilt's 
Body, (as he pleadeth p. 1 16.) attord him that relief he ſeeks for from 
it, For ſince the Catholicks, as well as Proteſtants, do firmly main- 
tain and protels an external Symbol, as well as the thing {ignihed 
in the Euchariſt, v2. all that is perceived by our ſenſes, and that 
1s vilible, guſtable, or tangible, of the Elements ; as the Proteſtants 
contend this Symbol to be not only theſe, but the very Subſtance 
and nature of the Elements alſo : here it will be found that theſe 
ſentences of the Fathers do ſuffer much leſs force and torture, if 
underſtood according to the Symbol ſuppoſed by Catholicks, than 
that by Proteſtants. For example, the Biſhop * hath mentioned « 2 220. 
that paſſage of the ancient Author de Camas Domini in S. Cyprian's 
Works : the words are thele ; Panis iſte quem Dominus diſct- 
plis porrigebat , non efficie ſed natura mutatus, Omnipotentia 


Verbi fattus eft caro : & ſicut in perſona Chriſti, Humanitas ap- 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Euchariſt, 

parebat, & latebat Divinitas; ita Sacramento viſivili ineffabiliter 
divina ſe effudit effentia, Here, I ſay, if the Sacramentum viſibile, 
and the external Symbol be taken in this Biſhops way, for ſubſtantia 
or natura pans, all is extremely forced, and confounded ; and ſo he 
is driven to expound it, that by m:utatio nature pants 1s meant only 
mutatio uſus *; the change of which uſe of the Bread alſo ſeems 
no object of God's Omnipotence. But the Symbol or Sacrament 
being taken for ſuch as the Catholicks make it, viz. for the exter- 
nal Effigies or Senſibles of the Bread, all is good ſenſe and cohergnt, 
and nothing ſtrained : and the Omaipotentia Verbi rightly appliel 
ro the rutatio nature paris: as God's Omnipotency may be ob- 
jerved 1n the Fathers to be frequently urged, not only 1n relation 
to the preſence of our Lords Body and Blood there, but alſo to the 
tranſmutation of the Elements there, whulſt the exteriors of them 
{till remain. But now in the lait place, ſuppoling the naturs 
pants to remain, which the Father faith 1s changed, yet fo long as 
chele Divines maintain according to the Doctrine of the Fathers 
2 ſubſtantial preſence of our Lord's Body in the Euchariſt, and 
that with the Symbols (as he faith p. 45. Sacramento ſuo quaſi con- 
teftur) ; tho' they will not admit ſuch a Symbol as the Catholicks, 
and a Tranſubitantiation of the Elements : yet they inuſt (if com- 
plying with the Fathers ) at leaſt confeſs ſome i:ind of Conlubſtan- 
tiation or conjunction of the ſubſtances of Chriſt's Body and of the 
Elements in the Euchariſt ; to which opinion the ſayings of the 
Fathers conſtrained Luther, as he often profefſeth. Mean while if 
it be asked, why ſuch a Conſubſtantiation 1s declined by Catho- 
licks ? their anſwer is ready ; viz. becauſe the greateſt Concils 
that have been held ſuccelivaty in- the Church-Catholick, upon 
and ſince the agitation of this controverſy, have frequently and 
conſtantly ſtated and delivered, Thar the Scriptures, as underitood 
and expounded by the Fathers and Church-Tradition, declare a 
Tranſubſtantiation ; in the Judgments of which Councils Catho- 
licks hold it their Duty to acquieſte. This of a Subſtantial Pre- 
ſence aſſerted by Proteſtants. 

2. Next, tor Adoration too of this Body, as-there preſent exther 
with the Symbols upon their Conlecration, or at lealt to all wor- 
thy receivers, ſee the ſame Biſhop Azdrews, tb. c. $.p. 195; where 
to what Bellarmin hath ſaid, Inter novitia & nupera dogmata ponit 
Adorationem Sacramenti Euchariſte, 1. e. adorationem Chriſti Do- 
mini in Sacramento, miro, ſed vero modo preſentis, he anſwers 
thus: Sacramentti- ait, id et, Chriſti Domini in Sacramento. Rex 
autem Chriſtum in Enchariſtia. vere preſentem, vere & adorandum 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Euchariſt. 


Patuit, rem ſcil. Sacramenti , at non Sacramentum. And ——Nos 
vero & in myſteriis carnem Chriſti adoramus, cum Ambroſio ; & 
62 id [ 5. e. Sacramentum |] ſed eum, qui ſuper altare colitur, [ i.e. 
Chriſtum rem Sacramenti. ] And 1s not this res Sacrament; wor- 
{hipped as upon the Altar too with the Symbols there ? 


Since him, Biſhop Bramhal to the Biſhop of Chalcedon, * asking, * Rep. ty 


2.C.P. 57. 


how the Proteſtants could profels to agree in all eſſentials of Reli- 


gion with the Roman Church, which they held robe an idolatrous 


Church, z. e. in worſhipping the Sacrament as their God ? thusre- 


plies: The Sacrament is to be adored, ſaid the Council of "Trent: 


The Sacrament, 2.e. formally the _ and Blood of Chriſt, ſay ſome 
of your Authors, [ where he quotes Bellarmin de Sacramento, 4. . 
29.c, ] we ſay the ſame. [ So Cardinal Bellarmin and Biſhop Bram- 
hal are agreed about this Adoration of our Lord in the Euchariſt. ] 
The Sacrament, #.-e. the ſpecies of Bread and Wine, {ay others : that 
we deny, and eſteem it to be idolatrons. 
Church with Idolatry for the Error of a party? 


The ſame conceſſion with the {ame diſtinftion makes the &. 6. 
French-Proteftant Divine Dale, 1n his ſecond Reply to Chaumont, n. 2. 


Pp. 29, There ts a vaſs difference between to adore the Sacrament, and 
to adore Jeſus Chrilt iz the Sacrament, or in the Myſteries. ——The 
later of theſe we freely do, (ince we believe him God bleſſed for ever 
together with the Father. And afterward, in anſwer to the Fa- 
thers : They ſpeak (faith he) of the Fleſh of Teſus Chriſt in the My- 
fteries, (of which we do not conteſt the Adoration) and not of the Eu- 
chariſt. And again: They only adored Jeſus Chriſt in the Sacra- 
ment, which is the thing we agree to. And in his Apology, Ch--p-- 
he faith concerning the Body of Chriſt if in the Sacrament, That it 
# evident, that one may, and that one ought to worſhip it ; ſeeing that 
the Body of Chriſt is a ſubjeft adoreable, And Chap. 10, he grants 
upon Adorate ſcabellumy, ——That the faithful caſt down themſelves 
before the Ark to adore the Lord there, where the Divine Service 
was particularly joyned to the place where the Ark was. Dr. Taylor 


Should we charge the whole 


faith *®, ——Concerning the attion of Adoration, it is a fit addreſs in * Real 


the day of Solemnity with a ſurſum corda, with our hearts lift up to Preſence, * 
Heaven, where Chriſt ſits (we are ſure) at the right hand of the Fa- Y 


ther. For, nemo digne manducat, nifi prius adoraverit, &c. [which, 
rightly underſtood, means zllud quod manducat.] Here the Doctor 
allows adoring in the the Sacrament Chriſt as in Heaven. But if 
Chriſt's Body (and ſo himſelf in a ſpecial manner) be ſubſtantia 
ly preſent in the Euchariſt, here on Earth ; why not adore him, 
not only as in Heaven, but as preſent here ? See elſewhere, Real 
G 2 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Euchari#, 
Pref. p. 144. where he ſaith, We worſhip the fleſh of Chriſt in the 


Myſteries exhibiting it to our Souls. 

See Spalatenſis de rep. Ecelefe. 1. 7. C. 11. $.7. Fc. ——Si ſecundum 
veritatem qui digne ſumit ſacramenta corporis & ſanguinis Chriſti, 
ille vere & realiter corpus & ſanzninem Chriſti, in ſe corporaliter, no- 
do tamen quodam ſpirituali, miraculoſo, & imperceptibilt, ſumit ; om- 
nt digne communicans adorare poteſt & debes corpus Chriſti quod reci+ 
pit. | Is then the worthy Communicant to worthip, but not the 
unworthy ; becauſe Chriſt's Body is there preſent to the one, but 
not tothe other? ] Nor quod lateat corporaliter in.paue, ant ſub pane, 
aut fub ſpeciebus & accidentibus panis ; ſed quod quando aigne ſumitur 
pants ſacramentalis, tuncetiam ſumitur cum pane Chriſti corpus reale, 
ili communion! realiter preſtas. Thus Spalatenſis. 

And ſo Biſhop. Forbes, de Enchar. 2. |. 2.C. 9.$. ——An Chri- 
flies in Enchariſtia ſit adorandus, Preteſtantes ſaniores non dubitant. 
In ſumptione enim Euchariſtie ( ut utar verbis Archiepiſcopi Spalaten- 
{is) adorandrs eft Chriſt us vera latria, ſiquidem corpus ejits viviim, oc 
glorioſum, miraculo quodam intff abili digne ſumentti preſens adeſt ; & 
hee adoratio non pant, non vino, non ſumptioni, non comeſtioni, ſed 
ipſi Corport immediate, per ſumptionem Euchariſtie exhibito, debetur, * 
& perficitur. [ Thus then. Proteſtants allow Adoration to Chriſt's 
Body and Blood, as ſubſtantially preſent in the Eucharilt, it not. to 
the Symbols, . yet.tothe worthy receiver. ] 

5ly. Yet further ;. It is affirmed by another-party of Proteſtants, 
the Latherans, more expreſly, that Chriſt's body and blood are pre- 
ſent, not only to the worthy Communicant, but to the conſecrated 
Symbols ; and whilſt ſo preſent, which is during the action of the 
Lord's Supper, ( z.e. asI conceiye them, trom the Conlecration till 
the end of the Communion ) are to be adored. 

[ Of which thus Chemnitius, Exam. Conc. Trid. part. 2. ſell. 1 3. 
C. 5. Denm & Hominem in Divina & humaya natura, in attione 
Cane Dominice vere & ſubſtaiitialiter preſentem, in ſpiritu & veri= 
tate adorandum, nemo negat ; niſi qui cum Sacramentariis vel negat, 
wel dubitat de preſentia Chriſti in cena. Thid. Et quidem hu- 
manam etiam ejus naturam, propter unionem cum Divinitate, «ſe ada-" 
randam, nemo niſi Neſtorianus i dubium vornt. Ita Jacob Gen. 
28, Moles Exod. 34. Elias 3 Reg. 19. nou habebant ſane peculiare 
mandatum, ut in illis locis Deum adorarent : ſed quia habebant generale 
mnandatum ut Deum ubique adorarent, & certi erant Deum ſub exter- 
nts & viſibilibus illis ſymbolis were adeſſe, & peculiari modo gratie ſe 
#64 patefacere ; certe. Deum ipſum, quem ibi preſentem eſſe credebant, 
edorabant. Nec wero. Deum ill procul in calo Empyreo a. ſe — 


- OO 7" "oo ma AD ER 
£2, Te * OP %. A IRE. IDE” OO 
246.54 voila... va ; 


> % «+. 4 "2 
Cy x PO ad; " 
te a yoo gt 6 aa 


. 
4 SES amort Eau tes ARBELwG 


Concerning the Adoration of the Eucharist. 


& abſentem, ſed vere preſentem, & quidem peculiart modo gratie 
preſentem, adoraruat. —— Thus he. Nor do I know, that the Cat- 
viniſts have at any time accuſed their brethren the Lutherans of 
Idolatry in ſuch a praftice. I find alſo Mr. Thorndike in the like 
manner clearly maintaining, 1. A preſence of Chriſt's Body with 
the ſymbols, immediately upon Conſecration : and, 2. An Adora- 
tion due to it. See the former, in Epilog.l. 3.c. 2. and, 3. where 
p.17. 1 have ſaidenovgh (ſaith he) to evidence the myſtical aud 
ſpiritual preſence of the fleſh aud blood of Chriſt in the Elements, as 
the Sacrament of the ſame, before any Man can ſuppoſe that ſpiritual 
preſence of them to the ſoul, which the eating and drinking Chriſt's 


fb and blood ſpiritually by living Faith importeth. And ſee the - 


latter, ib. C. 30. P. 350. I ſuppoſe ( ſaith he ) that the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt nay be adored where-ever they are; and muſt be a- 
dored by a good Chriſtian, where the cuſtom of the Church, which 4 
Chriſtian u obliged to communicate with, requires it. ----This honour 
[7.e. of worſhipping the Body and Blood of Chriit 7] being the du- 
ty of an affirmative precept, (which, according to the received rule, 
tyes always ; tho" it cannot tye a Man to do the duty always, becauſe he 
then ſhould do nothing F : ) what remains but a juſt occaſion to 
make it requiſite, and preſently to take hold and oblige? And i not 
the preſence thereof in the Sacrament of the Enchariſt a juſt occa- 
lion preſently to expreſi by the bodily att of Adoration, that inward 
honour, mhich we always carry tovard our Lord Chriſt as God? 


——Again P. 351. Not to balk that freedom ( faith he ) which 


hath carried me to publiſh all this : I do believe that it was. ſo pratti- 
ſed and don? | i.e. our Lord Chritt really worſhipp2d in tie Eu- 
cliariſt ] 2 the ancieat Church, and in the ſymbols before receiving ; 
which I maintain from the b:ginnins to have been the true Church of 
Chriſt, obliging all to conform to it in all things within the poxer of 
it. TI know the conſeq rence to be this, That there is no juſt. cauſe why 
it ſhould not be done at preſent, but that cauſe which juſtifies the ve- 
forming of ſome part of the Church without the whole : which, were it 
taken away, that it | this adoration ] might be done again, and ought 
not to be, of it ſelf alone, any cauſe of Diſtance [| 1. &. between- the 
Churchesof Chrilt, ] 

6. It 1s granted by Daille in his Apelozy, c. 11. and in his de- 
fence of it againſt Chaumont, 1. That altho' the Retormed of his 
party, do not believe the preſence of Chriſt's body in the Signs, yet 
they eſteem not the belief of it ſo criminal, that it obligeth them: to break 
off communion with all thoſe that hold it. So that, had the Roman 
Church no other crror, fave chis, they freely confels, it had given 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Eucharift, 


them no ſufficient cauſe of ſeparating from it : 2s ( faith he) ap- 
pears in this, that we tolerate and bear with it in the Lutherans, 


*Replyto And again, * for the adoration of this Body as to preſent with the 


Chaumont, 


P- 63. 


* Conc. 
Trid. (ef. 
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ſigns, (when indeed it is not fo,) he ſaith, That it t only vain 
and unprofitable, and that, as one may ſay, falls to nothing ; being 
aeceived not tn this, that it makes its addreſſes to an object not adora- 
tle ; but ia this only, that miſtaking it, it ſeeks it, and thinks to em- 
brace it there where it is uot, And c. 12. he alſo tree!y confetleth, 
That had the Church of Rome ozly obliged them to worſhip Je- 
{us Chriit iz the Sacrament, and not uſed this expreſſion, that the ſer- 
viceof Latria ovght to be rendred to the Holy Sacrament : * ſhe had 
not obliged them by this to adore any Creature. Thus he, as it were 
con{trained thereto by the Lutherans Proteſtants Opinion and Pra- 
Ctice, for his retaining their Communion, and freeing them from 
Idolatry. 2. It 1s granted allo, Apol. c. 11. That when our 
Lord was on Earth, a Diſciple's giving divine honours, upon mi- 
ſtake, to another perſon much. reſembling him, would be no 
Idolatry. So, ſuppoling the Conſecrated Hoſt were truly ado- 
rable, granted, that ſhould any one ſee one on the Altar, that 
hapned not to be Conſecrated, and Worſhip it, neither would 
{uch a perſon be guilty of Idolatry. So he pronounces him blame- 
lefs, that ſhould give the Honour and Service due to his true Prince 
to a Subject, whom, very like, he took for his Prince. Yet that 
a Manichean worſhipping the Sun, miſtaken to be the very ſub- 
ſtance of Chriſt, ( ſee S. Auſtin contra Farſtum |. 12. c. 22, 1. 20. 
C. 9.) for Chriſt ; or (torepreſcat the opinion more retined) wor- 
{ſhipping with divine honours not the Sun, but only Chrilt in the 
Sun, he could not in this be excuſed from Idolatry. And, that that 
which diſtinguiſhes theſe caſes, and renders them ſo different, is, 
not a good intention to worſhip only him that is truly God, or 
Chriſt ; nor the opinion and belief Men have, that the Obje& they 
worſhip is truly ſuch ; for this good intention (as he in that Chap- 
ter, and other Reformed Writers, and among others Dr. Stillingfleet, 
coptoully preſs) is common to the worlt of Idolaters, as to the reſt : 
but the error or ignorance of the Judgment, from which flows this 
miſtaking praQice ; as that is perverlly afc&#ed and culpable, or in- 
ocent and excuſable. Of which thus he, Ibid. —— I maintain, 
that ignorance excuſeth here when it is involuntary ; when the ſub- 
Jet? [I add, or the preſence of it ] we miſtake in, is ſo concealed, 
that whatever deſire we have, or pains we take, to find out the truth, 
2t 1s not poſſible for us to diſcover it. —— But there, where the igno- 
rance of the Objett | or of its preſence ] proceeds not from the 0b- 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Euchariſt. 


ſecurity or difficalty of the thing, but from the malice or negligence of 
the perſon ; this is ſo far from excnuſing, that it aggravates our fault. 
Thus he excuſes one that ſhould have adored a perſon much re- 
{embling our Lord, or an unconſecrated Hoſt, ——becauſe no paſſion 
or negligence of his cauſed ſuch a miſtake : ——baut not thoſe who wor- 
ſhipped the Sun for Chriit, | or Chriſt in the Sun; ] ——becasſe 
( faith he ) the ignoraxce of ſuch people is wiſibly affefted and wvolunta- 
ry, ariſing from their fault only, and not from the obſcurity of the things 
they are 12#0rant iy. Nor fo Roman Catholicks in their wor- 
{ſhipping the Sacrament for Chriſt ; becauſe ( ſaith he ) the error 
proceeds entirely from their 2a/fon, and not any thing from abroad. 
C Thus he, clearing ſuch actions from Idolatry, where the error 
of the judgment is no way perverſe, voluntary, and culpable. ] 

Having lutherto ſhewed you teveral Concethions of Proteſtazts, 
and having urged none here from any of them, bur ſuch as I think 
all will, or in reaſon ought, to admit; next1 procced to examine, 
what it is that 1n this matter Cathelicks do maintain. 


1. And firſt, Catholicks affirm in the Eucharilt, after the Con- &. 9; 
{{cration, a gz or ſymbol to remain itill diftin&t ; and having a Afertione. 


diverſe exiſtence trom that of the thing ſignified, or from Chriſt*s 
Body contained in, or under it. { See Conc. Trident. ſeſſ. 13. c. 3. 
Hoc efſe commune Enchariſtie cum altis Sacrameatis, ut fit {ymbo- 
lum re ſacre, & viſivilis forma inviſibilis gratie. By which for 
2a wviſitilis (as Bellarmin expounds it, de Enchariſt, 4. 1. 6.c.) is 
meant the feces of the Elements, not the Body ot Chriſt. — So 
Bellarmin, Enchar. 2.1.15.c. Etiam poit conſcerationem {jecies pa- 
is & vini ſurt fiena corporis &” ſanguinis Chriſti i6i revera ex- 
iſkentiunm.—— And 3.1. 22.C. Accidentia remanent; quia i etians 
accidentia abeſſent, nullum efjet in Enchariitia ſigium ſeaſubile ; pro- 


inde aullum ejfſet Sacramentum, So Eflins in 4.ſent. 1. diſt. 3. $.. 


Euchariſtia conſtat ex pane, tanquam materia quadam partim trans 
fennte, partim remanente ;, tranſeunte quidem ſecundum ſubſtantiam ; 
remanente vero ſecundum accidentia, in quibus tota ſul{tantie vis & 


operatio nihilomings perſeverat, Hence they allow of that exyreſ-- 


bl 


duabus rebus, terrena & celeſti, compoſitam eſe. And of S. Greyory, 
aial.g. l. 58.c. In hoc myſterio ſumma imis ſoctari : terrena-cxleſtibus: 
fungi : unum ex viſibilibus ac inviſibilibus feri, ] So that tho? theſe 


lion of Irenems, 4.1. 34. c. where he mp —— Enthariſtiam ex. 


{ymbols and Chritt's Body may be ſaid to make wars 42crepation ;. 


yet, if this be only the feces or accidents of the Brexd and Wing 


that remains, theſe cannot be faid to have any mwherence. in this- 
Body of Chrift, (tho' it is true oa the ocher lide that, being ac- 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Euchari#. 


cidents only, thcy cannot be faid to make a diſtinQt ſuppoſirum 
from it ;) or, it a ſubſtance remain, tlus cannot be ſaid to have 
any hypoſtatical union (or to male one {uppoſitum) with our 
Lord's Divinicy or Humanity, as our Lord's Humanity hath ſuch 
an union with his Divinity, From which it is obſerved by Dr. 
Taylor ( Real Preſence, p. 336.) That therefore ſtil] there 1s the 
leſs reaſon tor Roz-aiſts to give any Divine worſhip (as he ſaith 
they do) to the ſymbols. Far therefore are Catholicks from 
granting ( what a late Author * pretends they do, but that which 
he alledgeth no way ſhews it) as great an hypoltatical union be- 
tween Chrilt and the Sacrament, as between the Divine and Hu- 
mane Nature. 

This external fign or 1ymbol they alſo affirm to be al that of the 
Bread and Wine that is percezved by any ſenſe. And tho' after ſuch 
Conſecration the ſubſtance of the Bread and Wine is denied to re- 
main yet is ſut ftazce here taken in ſuch a ſenſe, as that neither the 
hardneſs nor ſoftneſs, nor the frangibility, nor the favour, nor the 
odour, nor the nutritive virtue of the Bread, nor nothing vilible, 
nor tangible, or otherwite perceptible by any ſenſe, are involved 
in it. Of which ſigns alſo they predicate many things, which 
they will by no means allow to be properly ſaid of, or at leaſt to be 
received in, or effected by, or upon Chrift's Body, now immortal 
and utterly impaſſible. So ſapere, digeri, nutrire, confortare, corpo- 
raliter ; and again, frangi dentibus, comburi, rodi a brutis, animali- 
bus, and whatever other things may be named (cxcepting only 
thoſe attributes, which in general are neceſlary to indicate the pre- 
{ence of Chriſt's Body to us with the ſpecies whillt iztegre ; as the 
local poſitions, «lewvari, recondi, ore recipi, &c.) they apply to thelc 
{ymbols that remain ; not to Chri#'s Body which is indiviſibly 
there. ——Chriſt zs were in ſacramento exiſtens n1l'o modo Ledi poteſt ; 
won cadit in terram, (1d enim proprie cadit ( /azth he ) quod cor- 
poraliter movetur ; /o a/ſo, anima non cadit, ] oz reritur, nou 
roditur, non putreſcit, non crematur : illa enim ( laith Bellarmin * ) 
in ſpeciebus iſtis recipinatur, ſed Chriſt um non afficiunt. 

2. Concerning Adoration of the Sacrament, they aftirm the 
word Sacrament, 20t to be taken always in the ſame ſenſe; but lome- 
times to be uſed to {ignity only the external ſigns or lyrbols ; lome- 
times only the res Sacramepti, or the thing contained under them, 
which is the much more principal part thereof. And, as Proteſtants 
much preſs, ſo Catholicks willingly acknowledge, a great difference 
between theſe two, the worſhipping of the Sacrament, as this word 
is taken for the ſymbols, and the worſhipping of Chri#t's Body in 
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Concerning the Adoration of the EuchariF. 


the Sacrament. Now as the word Sacrament is taken for the Sym- 
bols, they acknowledge a certain inferior cult and veneration due 
thereto, asto other holy things, the holy Chalices, the holy Gol- 
pels, the holy Croſs, &c. of which Veneration much hath been ſpoken 
inthe Diſcourſe of Images, 9. 42. &c. but they acknowledge no {u- 
preme or divine Adoration due to the Sacrament, as taken-in this 
{enſe for the Symbols ; but only to our Lord's Body and Blood, and 
ſo to our Lord himſelf as preſent in this Sacrament, or with theſe 
Symbols. [ So that be theſe Symbols of what latitude you will, e- 
ther larger, as the Lutheray believes ; or ſtraiter, as the Catholicks 
ſay they-are ; or be they not only theſe, but the ſubſtance of bread 
alſo under them, as Catholicks believe it is not : yet neither thoſe 
ſpecies, nor this ſabſtazce, have any divine Adoration given ar ac- 
knowledged due to them at all ; no more than this ſubſtance of 
bread, believed there by the Lutherans, yet hath from them any 


ſuch Adoration given to it, ] 


iz 


[ That Catholicks thus by Adoration of the Sacrament with La- v. 12: 


tria only underſtand that of the res Sacramenti, the Adoration of 
Chriſt's Body and Blood in the Sacrament, ſee Conc. Trid. ſefs. 13. 
c. 5. Omnes Chriſti fideles, pro more in Catholica Eccleſia ſemper 
recepto, latrie cultum, qui vero Deo debetur, huic ſanitiſſimo Sacra» 
mento in veneratione exhibeant. Neque enim ideo minus eſt ado- 
randum, quod fuerit a Chriſto Domino, ut ſumatur, inſtitutum ; nam 
illum eundem Deum preſentem in eo adeſſe credimus, quem Pater 
eternus introducens in orbem terrarum dicit , Et adorent eum omnes 
Angeli Dei : quem Magi procidentes adoraverunt. Where, tho" 
the Council uſeth the expreſſion of exhibiting /atrie cultum Sacra- 
mento ; yet that this cultus latrie is not applied to the Sacrament, 
as it implies the Sign or Symbol, but only the thing ſignified, 
both the words joined to it, que vero Deo debetur, ( which figni- 
fies the Council maintains that to be God they gave this cultus la- 
trizto) and the explication annexed, Nam illum eundem Deum, 8c. 
may ſufficiently convince to any not obſtinately -oppoſite. Nei- 
ther do thoſe words interpoſed, — WVeque enim ideo[ Sacramentum] 
minus eft adorandum,quod fuerit a Chriſto Domino, ut ſumatar, inſtitu> 


tum, any way crols fuch a lenſe, as a late Author * roo confidently , ....... 


preſleth, ſaying, 


That by Sacrament here the Council muſt un- fieer, rom. 


derſtand the Elements or Accidents as the immediate term of that divine Hol.c.2.h. 
worſhip, or elſe the latter words [ 4. e. quod fuerit a Domino inſtitu- © ® #77: 


ruin ur ſumarur } ſign!fy nothing at all, Fer what (ith he) was 
that, which was izſtituted by the Lord as a Sacrament ? was it not 
the external ana viſiole Sizns, or Elements ? why do th:y urge, That 


the 
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the Sacrament ought not the leſs to be adored, becauſe it was to be 
taken, byt to take of the common objection, 'I'hat we ought not to 
give divine worſhip to that which we eat ? And what can this have 
reſpect to, but the Elements ? Thus argues he. When as he might 
know , that the Farhers of Trent, who faid this, do hold, the 
chief thing inſtituted and exhibited in the Sacrament to be, not 
the Elements, but Chriſt's Body ; and zp/um corpus Domini to be 
alſo orally both taken and eaten, (tho' not modo naturali carnis or 
corporis ) as well as the Elements, according to our Lord's exprels 
words, Accipite, Manducate, Hot eft Corpus meum, | 1.6. quod manau- 
eatis: ] and when-as he might know allo, that the occaſion of ad- 
ding thisclauſe was in oppoſition to a party of Luther's followers, 
who,. granting Chrilt's Body preſent with the Symbols, and yet 
denying Adoration, faid tor it, that our Lord's Body [ not the Sym- 
bol ] was preſent there, non ut adoretur, ſed ut ſumatur. And Calvin 
alſo ſaith ſome ſuch thing, 1zſtztur. 1. 4. c. 17... 35. urging, there 
was no ſuch mandate for Adoration, 5. e. of Chriſt's Body, of which 
he was formerly ſpeaking ; but that our Lord commanded only, 
accipite, manducate, bibite, quo (faith he) accips [ or ſumi, if you 

\ will ] Sacramentum, non 4dorart jubet : meaning Sacramentum 1n re- 
lation to Corprs Domini ; elle he ſaid nothing to the purpoſe 
.of his former Diſcourſe. And it may be conſider'd here allo, that 
not only the Council of Trext, but no Schoolman at all (ſome of 
which are thought uncautious in their expreſſions about Adoration 
of Images, and conſequently of the holy Symbols in the Eucharitt ; 
nor is any Catholick accountable for them ) takes the boldneſs to 
give cultus latrie (qui vero Deo debetur, as the Council ſaith here) to 
the Elements, without annexing ſome qualification of a coadoratic, 
per accidens, improprie, ſicut veſtes Regis adorantur cum Rege, Or ut Rex 
veſtitzes adoratur, yet without our mental notion at ſuch a time 
ſtripping him of his Garments. Therefore neither can the Council 
here be rationally preſumed to ſpealc of the Symbols, when it uſeth 
no ſuch qualifications. 

But; to put this matter out of all doubt, the Definition of this i 
Council in the 67h. Canon ( more than which is not required to be 
profeſſed by any Son of the Rowan Church ) is this: —— S! quis 
dixerit in ſantto Encharifte Sacramento Chriſftum unigenitum Det 
Filium non eſſe cultu latrie etiam externo adorandum, —— & ejus 
Adoratores eſſe Idololatras, Anathema ſit. Concerning which, and 
ſome other paſſages in this Council, in comparing the Chapters 
with the Canons, Franciſcus a ſantta Clara, Exchiridion of Faith 
Dial. 3. Q. 18. judicioully obſerves, That altho' Catholtck faith, 
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as to the ſubſtance, us declared in the Chapters, ( as indeed it is, ) yet 
according to this we are obliged only ſub anathemate to that form of 
expreſſion which ts defined in the Canons. 1. Becauſe the Chapters 
are not framed in the ſtile of Con:iliary Definitions, with Anathema's, 
and the like, 2. Becanſe the Canons (where the very form is exceed- 
ing exaCt ) ſometimes differ from the manner of expreſſion in the 
Chapters, x order to the ſame matter : As fell. 6. of Juſtification 
Canon 11. azd Chapter 7. alſo ſell. r3. of the Sacrament of the 
Euchariſt ; Canon 6. Chapter 5. axd e{ſewhere : yet fub anathemate 
all muſt ſtand to the Canons ; and therefore muſt expound the Chapters 
by them. See more in the Author, 

Soave allo, /. 4. p. 343+ in his cenſure of this 1 3th. Seffion, tho? 
he faith magiſterially enougk 1n oppoſition to a Council, ——That 
the manner of ſpeech uſed in the 5th. point of Dottrine, ſaying, That 
divine worſhip was due to the Sacrament, was noted alſo for ins 
proper ; ſince it is certain, that the thing ſignifyed or contained is not 
meant by the Sacrament, but the thing ſignifying or containing. | But 
what Catholick will grant him this, that Sacrament includes not 
both ; or, of the two, not more principally the thing contained in, 
or joined with the Symbols ? ] Yet he obſerves, ——That it was 
well correfted in the 6th. Canon, which ſaid, That the Son of God 
ought to be worſhipped in the Sacrament. See the ſame obſerved 
allo by Grotins in Apolog. Rivet Diſcuſſ. p. 79. where alſo he notes 
Bellarmin's forequoted paſſage : That the Controverſy between Ca- 
tholicks a»d Lutherans ix therr ſaying, The Sacrament, or Chriſt in 
the Sacrament, was to be m_s 1.dÞ was only in modo loquendi : 
To which nothing is replied by River in Dialyſs Diſcaſſionis, but the 
matter there, as alſoin his Apologetic, paſſed over in ſilence. Add 
to Grotius what Mr. Thorndike diſcourſeth in defence of the expref- 
ſion of worſhipping the Sacrament, Epilog. 3.1. 30.C. p.352. Fon- 
feſs it is not ( neceſſarily ) the ſame thing toworſhip Chriſt in the S4- 
crament of the Euchariſt, as to worſhip the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. 
Tet in that ſenſe, which reaſon of it Vat juſtifies, it is. For the Sacra- 
ment of the Euchariſt, by reaſon of the nature thereof, u neither the vi- 
ſible ſpecies, nor the inviſible Grace of C Mrifg body and blood ; but the 
union of both by virtue of the promiſe ; in r8gard whereof -=-- both con- 
eur to that which we call the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, --«- by the pro- 
miſe which the Inititntion thereof cont atneth. If this be rightly under- 
ood, then to worſhip the Sacrament of the Enchari#, 1s to worſbip 
Chriit in the Sacrament of the Euchari#, Thus he. 

This 1n vindication of the Council. And Bellarmine explains 


bimfelf in the ſamg ho Cc 
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James, Inter nupera dogmata ponit [Rex] adorationem Sacramenti Eu- 
chariſtiz, 1. e. [as Catholicks underſtand and explain it] adorationem 
Chriſti Domini miro, ſed vero, modo preſentis. To which Biſhop 


Andrews replies; -—— Quis et hos dederit ? Sacramento z. e. Chriſti 
in Sacramento. Imo Chriftus ipſe Sacraments res in Sacramento 
adorandus et, Rex autem Chriitum in Enuchariitia were preſen- 
tem, vere &* adorandum itatuit. [| Thus far then the King, Bi- 
{hop, and Cardinal are. agreed ] Again, de Euchari#tia l. 4. c. 
29. Quicquid fit de modo loquendi, ftatus Queitionis non eſt, 
if, An Chriſtus in Euchariſtia fit adorandus cultu latriz ?' And, 
as it were to avoid offence, when he comes to treat on this ſub- 
ject, de Enchar, 4. 1.c. 29. he prefixeth the Title to it, not De 
adoratione, but De weneratione hujus Sacramenti : And in it faith 
that —-Nullus Catholicus eſt qui doceat, Ipſa [ymbola externa per 
fe & proprie eſſe adoranda cultu latrie, ſed ſolum veneranda cultu, 
quodam minore. 

Of this Doctrine of Catholicks Biſhop Forbes gives this teſtimo- 
ny, 4. 2. c. 2.9.9. In Euchariſtia mente diſcernendum eſſe Chri- 
ſtum a wiſibili ſigno docent Romanenſes ; & Chriſtum quidem ado- 
randum eſſe non tamen Sacramentum : quia ſpecies ille ſunt res 
create, &C. meque ſatis eſt [ 1.e. to give them divine worſhip ] 
quod Chriſtus ſub illis ſit : quia etiam Dens eſt in Anima tanquam 
in Templo ſuo ; & tamen adoratur Deus, non Anima ; ut ait Suares 
3.. Tom. 79. quzſt. 8. art. diſp. 65, $. 1: And fo Spalaterſis |. 7. 
C. Il. N. 7. Nam neque ny [ 1. e; Catholicks ] dicunt ſpectes 
panis & vini, hoc eft,. accidentia illa. eſſe adoranda : ſed dicunt cor- 
aus Chriſti verum &' reale,. quod ſub illis ſpeciebus latet, dehere- ado- 
rari, When then the Roman Church, ſpeaking of ſupreme 
Acoration, explains her language of adoring the Sacrament, to mean 
only adoring Chriſt's. Body, and ſo Chrilt as preſent there ; and 
aot adoring any other thing whatever ( ſubſtance, or accident ) 
that is preſent there, or that is alſo included in the. word Sacra» 
zwent : that. accuſation, which her uſing ſuch language of adoring 
the Sacrament can ſeemingly expole her to, is at.the moſt, not of an 
&r07, but an improper expreſſhon. But the propriety of language 
dutiful.Sons ought to learn from, not teach, their Mother ; who 
alſo ſpeaks that which hath deſcended to her from former times. | 
Neither will. it follow from Catholicks uſing the word Sacrament |}. 
preciſely, in this ſenſe, excluſively to. any other matter. fave Chriſt's | 
Body, that therefore one. may uſe the. word Sacrament promiſcu- 
ouſly far Chriſt's Body, in. what reſpe&t ſoever we ſpeak of it ; and, 
as. well or as properly, ſay, that the Sacrament, meaning Cane 
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Body, is in the Heavens at God's right hand, or was on the Croſs, 
or the like, For tho* [ Sacrament | thus applied involves no other 
ſubject or thing at all but Chriſt's Body ; yer it connotes, beſides it, 
the = or manner of its. preſence ; ſignitying this Body only as 
preſent in the Myſteries ; not asa term adequate to, and convertible 
with it, being in whatever time and place. 
 T thiak theſe Teſtimonies produced both out of the Council of 
Trent, andother Catholick Authors, and alſo out of Proteitants con- 
feſhing ſo much of them, do ſhow ſufficiently the great extrava» 
gancy of thole Proteſtant Authors who tell their Readers, that the 
{tate of this controverſy is not, Whether Chri#*s Body, and ſo Chriſt 
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in the Sacrament be adorable with ſupreme Honours ? but whe- 


ther the Sacrament, and then by Sacrament are pleaſed to under- 
ſtand the Symbols ? and then, to confute the DoQtrine of Rome, ar- 
gue, that no Creature, as the Symbols are, is capable of Divine Ho- 


nour. The ſtate of the Controverſy ( ſaith a late Writer of 


theirs * ) is , Whether proper Divine Worſhip in the time of re- 
cetving the Euchariſt may be given to the Elements on the account 
of a Corporal Preſence of Chriſt under them? And againſt it he 
affirms, That ſuppoſing the divine Nature preſent in any thing 
gives n0 ground upon that account to give the ſame worſhip to the 
thing wherein he is preſent, as T do to Chriſt himſelf. So Biſhop 
Andrews, Rex Chriſtum in Enuchariſtia were adorandum ft atuit, 
——at non Sacramentum, terrenam ſcilicet partem. And ——Nos 
in myſteriis carnem Chriſti adoramus, Sacramentum [| 1. e. the 


Symbols ] zull; adoramus. So Dr. Taylor, ( Real Preſence F; 
ſo 


335.) The Commandement to Worſhip God alone is ſo expreſs ; 
the diſtance between God and Bread dedicated to the ſervice is 

vaſt, that, if it had been intended that we ſhould have Worſhip- 
ped the H. Sacrament, the H. Scriptures would have called it God, or 
Jeſus Chrilt. And Diſſwaſive $. 5. p. 76. he affirms the Church 
of Rome to give Divine Honour to the Symbols or Elements, 
and fo to a Creature the due and incommunicable propriety of 
God. So they vaialy alſo. undertake to ſhew, that the Primi- 
tive Church did not terminate their Adoration upon the Ele- 
ments ; that the Fathers,, when they ſpeak of worſhip, ſpeak af 
worſhipping the Fleſh of Chriſt in the Myſteries, or Symbols ; nat 
of worſhipping the > ping or Symbols. 'Theſe,, I ſay, are great 
extravagances : whilit the Rowaz Church owns or 1mpoi.s no 
{uch Doctrine of Divine Adoration due to the ilements, and ths 
true Controverſy on. their ſide is. only this ;. 1. Whether tie 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, preſcinding from whatever Symbol is or 


may, 
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may be there, is adoreable, as being preſent in the Sacrament with 
theſe ſymbols? ('Fhis is afhirmed by Carholicks : more than this 
needs not be fo;) And, 2. Whether the Adoration of Chrift”s Bo- 
dy, and ſo of Chriſt as preſcat, if it ſhould not be fo, will amonpt 
to Idolatry ? 

If we here make a further enquiry into the Schoolmen concern- 
ing the Adoration or Veneration due to rhe Symbols, they ſtate 
the ſame toward them as toward Images, the ſacred Utenſils, the 
H. name of Jeſs, and cther Holy things. Omres ( faith Vaſquez, 
in 3. Thom. tom. 1. difþ. 108. c. 12, ) eodem modo de ſpeciebies Sa- 
cramenti, quo de Imaginibzes , philoſophari debent. And then of 
Images we know the Definition of the Second Council of Vice re- 
ferred to by Treat —— x02 latria, And for what they ſay of Ima- 
ges I refer you to the preceding Diſcourſe on them, $. 42, &c. It 
is true, that ſome of the later Schoolmen (to defend the expreſſions 
of {ome of the former) have endeavoured to ſhow how a latrical, 
qualited, ſecondary co-adoration may improprie or per arciaens be 
ſaid to be given to the ſymbols alſo, as facramentally joyned with 
our Lord's Body, and as this body is as it were veſted with them ; 
ſuch as, ſay they, when Chriſt was adored here on - Earth, was 
given alſo to his Garments, z. e. without making in the aCt of 
worthip a mental ſeparation of his Perſon from his Cloths ; as 
Bellarmin explains it, de Enchay. | 4. c. 29. ——Neque enim (faith 
he) jubebant Chriſtum wveſtibus nudart antequam adorarent ; aut 
animo & cogitatione ſeparabant a weſtibus cum acorarent ; ſed ſim- 
pliciter Chriſtum, ut tunc ſe habebat, adorabant : tametſi ratio ado- 
randi non erant weſtes, imo nec ipſa Humanitas, ſed ſola Divinitas. 
Or do allow the giving of the external ſign of Latria to them : 
as Bowing to, Kiſſing, Embracing them ; but this without any 
the leaſt internal a& of /atria, or any other honour or ſubmiſſion 
directed to them, which ſuch inanimate things are uncapable of; 
as Vaſquez explains it ; who is fo prodigal of this external ſign 
of honour, after he hath ſtript it of any internal /atria, or other 
worſhip whatever that may accompany it ; that he allows this 
external ſign not only to all Holy things, but to any Creature 
whatever, (in our inward adoration mean-while only of God, ) 
upon the general relation they have to him. But indeed ſuch an 
abſtraQtion of the external ſign, from an internal honour or re- 
ſpe& ( as other Catholicks cenſure his opinion ) makes theſe out- 
ward geſtures, without any mental intention attending them as to 
ſuch obje&t, like thoſe of a Puppet or Engine, utterly inſignificant: 
and fo Vaſquez, inſtead of communicating the /atria to Images, 
s ' 
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w the Syrabols, to other Holy things, ſeems, in the judgment of 
others, to allow them no honour or veneration at all ; and fo, in 
ſ{zeming to ſay too much, to ſay too little ; which hath been more 
largely difſcourſed before, Of Images $. 42. &c. Anda late Author * * 5:iting. 
might have done well, in mentioning this Author's Opinion, to ft Km. 
have given alſo a true relation of it, affirming only an external "7 
ſign of honour given to the creature void of any internal the 
leaſt reſpect to them; [ta at tota mentis intentio in Exemplar, 
n01u in Imagizem [ or, Deum, non Creaturam ] feratur : which 
would calily have taken away all that maligaity he faſtens upon it. 
This for Vaſquez. And as for Bellarmir's adoration improprie and 
per accidens, Biſhop Forbes tells us /. 2. c. 2.4.11. Sententia ita 
Bellarmini plurimis Doforibus Romanenſibus diſplicet. And Bellar- 
min himlclt, as appears by the former citations, waving theſe School 
diſputes, tells us, ——Szatus Queitionis aon eit niſi, An Chriſtus 
in Euchariſtia fit adorandus ? z. e. no more is defined, decided, im- 
poſed on Chriſtians faith by the Church, than this: nor more needs 
be deſputed with, or maintained againſt, Proteſtants, than this. 
[ This in the 22. place from $. 11. Of Catholicks protefling their 
Adoration with divine worſhip of Chriſt, only —_ in the Sa- 
crament with the Symbols, not of the Symbols ; or, not, of the Sa- 
crament, if taken for the Symbols. ] 

3/y. Therefore alſo Catholicks ground their Adoration ( a thing &, 19; 
Cardinal Perroz much infilts upon in his Reply to King James ) 
»ot on Trauſubitantiation, ( tho' both Tranſubſtantiation and Con- 
{ubſtantiation involve it ; 1o that, either of theſe maintained, Ado- 
ration neceſſarily follows) as it, Tranſubſtantiation defeated, Ado- 
ration is ſo too ; but oz 4 Real Preſence with the Symbols ; which in 
general is agreed on by the Lutheraz together with them. Which 
Adoration they affirm due, with all the ſame circumſtances where- 
with it is now performed, tho* Chriſt's Body were preſent with the 
Symbols, neither as under the accidents of Bread, as they fay; 
nor under the ſubitance of Bread, as the Lutheran ſaith ; but, tho' 
after ſome other unknown manner, diſtin&t from both : and if 
they were convinced of the error of Tranſubſtantiation, and of the 
truth of the preſence of the ſub{tance of the Bread unchanged ; 
yet as long as not confute in the point of Real Preſence, they 
would never the leſs for this continue io adorethe ſelf ſame Object, 
as now, in the ſelf fame place, namely, the Body of Chriſt till 
preſent there with the Symbols, and therefore there adorable ; 
tho* preſent after another manner than they imagined. See the 
argument of Barn: ſus. a Ro;nan Writer apud Forbeſ. |. 2. C. 2. 9. 12. 
Corpas- 
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Corpus Chriſti eſt cum pane wel permanente, vel tranſeunte, uns 
wel alio modo, & per conſequens non eſt idololatria adorare Chri- 
ſtum ibi in Enchariſtia realiter preſentem. See in Conc. Trid. 
3. Q.c. 5. the reaſon immediately tollowing the requiring of Ado- 
ration, Nam illum eundem Deum preſentem in eo | 1. Ce. Sacramen- 
to ] adeſſe credimus, quem Pater introducens in orbem terrarum dicit, 
Et adorent eum, &c. 

If therefore the Roman Church enjoyns theſe three: 1. To be- 
lieve C _— Corporal preſence in the Sacrament. 2. Tobelieve ſuch 
preſence by way of Tranſubſtautiation. 3. To adore Chriſt as being 
there preſent : It follows not that ſhe enjoyns the third in order 
to the ſecond : but may only, in order to the firſt ; as the firlt be- 
ing ( without the ſecond ) a ſufficient ground thereof. Neither 
can I, disbelieving the ſecond, yet believing the firit, refuſe obe- 
dience to the third, that is, to worſhip the ſame object in the ſame 
place, as thoſe do who alſo believe the ſecond ; and in my belie- 
ving both the firſt and the ſecond, yet may I nevertheleſs ground 
the third only on that, which is by Chriſtians more generally a- 
greed on; and (till worſhip out of no other intention, after Tran- 
{ubſtantiation believed, than I did before I believed it ( when on- 
ly I held in general a corporal preſence ) or than others do; who, 
believing a Real preſence, do not yet believe Tranſubſtantia- 
r10n. 

4. Letus, then, not granting it, fuppoſe Tranſubſtantiation an 
error ; yet if the tenent of Corporal or Real preſence [ as held by 
the Lutherans, or others ) be true, Catholicks plead, their Adoration 
#5 yo way fruſtrated, but ſtill warrantable, and to be continued. 

5/y. Suppoſe not only Tranſubftantiation, but Real preſence an 
rror, and the Lutheraz and the Roman Catholick both miſtaken ; 
yet there can be no pretence why theſe later, in ſuch Adoration, 
( grounded by both on Real preſence with the Symbols) will not be 
as excuſable from Idolatry as the other, For, thus far theſe two Par- 
ties agree : 1, That Chriſt # corporally preſent : 2. That he may be 
—_—_ : 3- That x0 other there but He may be worſhipped ; not 
Bread, nor any other meer creature : 4. That zothing viſible in the 
Sacrament is Fe, or his Body; which is preſcnt only inviſibly, with- 
out any thing vilible, inhering, or appertaining to it, as the ſub- 
ject thereof. They differ oaly about the manner of the preſence of 
this inviſible Subſtance. The one faith, ir is there together with 
the Bread ; the orher faith there, inſtead of the Bread, and the 
Bread away ; a thing alſo to God poſſible, for any thing we know. 
The one faith, he is there both under the ſubſtance and accidents 
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of Bread ; the other, there under the accidents only of the bread. 
Now, whil(t both worſhip the ſame ObjeCt in the ſame place, and 
veiled with the ſame {calible accidents, if the one adoring him as 
being under the ſubſtance of bread, ( he not being there) are freed 
trom any Idolatry in ſuch worthip; the other adoring him as be- 
ing under the accidents of bread, ( he not being there ) cannot be 
made hereby Idolaters : ſince they ſay, and treely profeſs, that, if 
Is body be not there, under thoſe appearances, but the ſame ſub- 
{tance {till under them which was formerly ; then they coateſs it a 
creature, and renounce all adoration of it. 

Whereas therefore it is objected, That the ſubſtance of bread 
only being in that place, where they ſuppoſe Chriſt's Body, and 
not any Bread, to be, therefore in worſhipping the thing 1a that 
place, they worſhip bread ; this were a right charge, if they affir- 
med, that they worſhipped the ſubſtance that is 1n that place un- 
der ſuch accidents whatever it be : but this none ſay ; but, that 
they worſhip it only upon ſuppoſition that it is Chrilt's Body, and 
not bread, and that for this ſuppoſitioa they have a rational 
ground, ( of which by and by. ) Now, ſaying they worſhip it, be- 
Cauſe it is 1o, is ſaying, if it be not ſo, they intend no worſhip to it. 
He that ſaith, IT give divine Adoration to that which is under the 
ſpecies of Bread, becaule believed by me, or, if you will, certainly 
known by me (but he, indeed, miſtaking) to be Chriſt's Body, and 
{o Chriſt preſent, is yet far from ſaying, I worſhip whatever is 
under the ſpecies of Bread, whether it be Chriſt's Body or no. And 
he that ſaith the later of theſe, if bread happen to be there, is wil- 
lingly granted an apmaulþp3 ; but not ſothe former. 

Daille, as it much concerns him, excuſeth a Lutheran adoring up- 
on a falſly ſuppoſed real or corporal preſence of our Lord, from any 
Idolatry, for this reaſon : Becauſe, faith he, * ſuch adcration 7s * 1. Reply 
miſt aken not in this, ——that it adareſſeth it ſelf to an Object not ado- ape 
Zable, but only that by error it ſeeks and thinks to enjoy it in a place "A. 
where it is not, and ſo he ſaith it becomes only vain and unprofitable, &c. 
as is faid before $. 8. The ſame therefore muſt he allow to 
Catholicks, 1t meaning nothing more by their Language of Adora- 
tio Sacramenti than Chriſti in Sacramento; as hath been ſhewed 
before F. 12. &c. that they donot : and that the contention about 
this 1s a meer Logomachy; and that they alſo, as the others, 
ground their Adoration not on Tranſubſtantiation, but Corporal 
Prelence. 

_ As for Coſterus, or perhaps ſome other Roman Writers, that ſay, S. 20« 
if Tranſubſtantiation [where alſo they muſt mean, or a Corporal Pre- 
| an J lence, 
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ſence, ſome other way ] were not true, the Idolatry of Heathens is 
much more excuſable, than of Chriitians, that worſhip a bit of 
bread : they do not, or at lealt are not neceſſitated to grant 
the conſequence neceſſary, thar, it Tranſub{tantiation or Corpo- 
ral Preſence fail, then they mult adore the bread ; which bread 
mean while they deny allo to be there: no more than Proteſtants 
do or think themſelves neceſſitated to grant this conſequence, Thar 
if Conſubſtantiation or Corporal Preſence fail, then the Lutherans 
do adore the Bread ; which bread alſo tho* the Lutherans affirm to 
be there, yet do other Proteſtants deny that rhe Lutherans worlhip. 
But Coſterzs, and others, only maintain this : That, ſuppoſing that 
which is impoſed: upon them, viz. that Catholicks, 1t there be no 
Tranſubſtantiation, do worſhip a bit of bread ; the Heathen Ido- 
latry, in their worſhipping a golden or ſilver Image, or forne lt- 
ving creature, &c. would be tar more tolerable, and more noble. 
Shewing by this (as Dr. Taylor exprelleth it, Liberty of Propheſying, 
P. 258. ) That they are ſo far from worſhipping the bread in ſuch 
caſe, that themſelves profeſs it to be Idolatry to do ſo ; and intending, 
by advancing this fault the higher, the more to make appear the impoſ- 
ſiliry of ſuch an error, its for ſo many hundred years poſſeſſing the U- 
niverſal Church of Chriſt, aſſiſted by our Saviour to the end of the 
World, and the Pillar of Truth : an thinking the greatneſs of this 
crime 4 good argument of the Churches innocency therein ; whilſt per- 
haps, in ſome ſmaller matters, ſhe might be liable to a miſtake. Tao 
believe ( ſaith Mr. Thorndike, Epilog. 3.1. 30. Cc. p. 353.) that 
it hath been ſaid by great Dottors of the Church of Rome, that they 
muZt needs think themſelves flat Idolaters, if they could think that the 
Elements are not aboliſhed : That ſhews with what confidence they 
would have the World apprehend, that they hold their opinion ; but 
ot, that the conſequence is true ; unlsſs that which I have ſaid be 
reprovable. And again, in Juſt weights C. 19. When they ſay 
they muſt be flat Idolaters, if the Elements be there, zeal to their opi= 
mion makes them ſay more than they ſhould ſay. Laſtly, 1f Co- 
fterus ſaith, that Tranſubſiantiation failing, Catholicks do wor- 
ſhip the bread, Bellarmin de Encha. 1. 4. c. Jo. and others, ſay 
juſt the contrary, arguing thus concerning a Catholick's worſhip- 
ping an unconſecrated Hott, which is nothing but bread, —— Aao- 
ratio ex intention? | 1. e. ſuch as 1s rationally grounded ] poti{/inoumn; 
ndet. Quare qui ( talem ] panem adorat, qnod certo credat 1072 
eſſe panem [ed Chriſtum, is proprie & formaliter Chriſtum adorat, non 
panem. Which may as well be faid of an Holt conſecrated, that 
15.not Tranſubſtantiated: ( when the adorer upon probable grounds 
| believes. 
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believes 1t to be fo, ) but remains ſtill bread, ——Q»ni hun: panem 
anor 3, qri0G certo credat non ell, e Path, fed C hriſtum, rs proprie & 
formaliter Chriſtum adorat, non panem. And the ſame, much-what, 
as by Bellarmin, is laid by Dr. Hammond, Diſc. of Idolatry, y. 64. 
That, ſuppoſing their error be grounded on an hon«ſt and blameleſs miſ- 


underſtanding of - Scripture, it is, tho" material, yet perhaps in then * 


aot formal Idolatry ; becauſe, if they were not werily perſwaded that 
it were God, they profeſs they would never think of worſhipping it. 
Thus he. 

This in the 5th. place of not only Tranſubſtantiation, but Real 
Preſence being ſuppoſed an error, yet that the Roman practice, or 
error, compared with the Latheraz, the firſt is no more peccant 
than the later ; and therefore that the Lutheran by Proteſt ants being 
excuſed from Idolatry, ſo ought the Roman Catholick too. 


6. Both theſe being ſuppoled errors, and indeed no Preſence of S 21 


Chriſt's Body with the Symbols at all, as is by them both imagined 
there ; yet, /uch Adoration, by the one or the other, of Chri#, who 
isa true object of ſupreme Adoration, and only by them miſtaken 
to be in ſome place where he is not, cannot be termed any ſuch Idola- 
try, as is the worſhipping of an object not at all adorable. So, for exam- 
ple, If we ſuppoſe a Heathen worſhipping a Heathen-God, as ha- 
ving ſome particular reſidence in an Image ; or an T1/raelite wor- 
ſhipping the true God of 1ſrac/, as having a ſpecial relidence in the 
Calf at Sinaz; orin Jeroboam's Calves, called alſo by him Chern- 
bims ; or laſtly, a Manichean, miltaking nothing in the Nature or 
Attributes of our Lord Chriſt, fave that he thinks him to have 
{ome particular reſidence 1n the Sun, and ſo worſhipping him as 
preſent there : None of theſe would be any ſuch Idolatry, or pa- 
rallel to it, as that of another Heathen worſhipping the very Mol- 
ten Image ; or 1/7ae/ite worſhipping the very Calf tor his God ; or 
Manichean worſhipping the Sun it ſelf for Chriſt. Again ; net- 
ther can any of theſe that adore only God or Chriſt as ſpecially 
preſent where indeed he 1s not, ( e. g. as fancied God ſo preſent in 
the Calf, or Chriſt in the Sun,) if we ſuppoſe ſomething elſe inviſt- 
bly and undiſcerned by him to be there preſent, as if we imagine an 
Angel in the Sun, or a Serpent within the Calf, therefore be faid 
co adore ſuch Angel, or Serpent : and whatever fault may be in 
ſuch worſhip, yet it would be great injuſtice to accuſe ſuch Iſrae- 
liteor Manichean, of adoring ſuch Angel or Serpent upon this inde- 
finite Propoſition, that he profeſſeth to worſhip that which he believes 
zo be preſent there ; eſpecially it ſuch perſon do alſo declare againft 
the adoration of any ſuch particular things, if, contrary to his be- 
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lief, there preſent. Neither then can it be juſtly deduced from a 
Lutherans or Catholics adoring Chriit as under the tib{tance or 
ſpecies of Bread, that therefore theſe adore che thing ut {elf that 1s 
preſent under them. 

7. Whatever fault or alſo Idolatry it may be called ( tho" not {0 
grols as the former ) in a Manicheaz that worſhips Chriſt in the 
Sun, or in an 1/7aelite that worſhips God as ſpecially preſent or 
reſident in the Calves of Daz and Bethel or that at S:zat, becauſe 
it is adoring a fancy of their own, without any rational ground or 
pretence thereof; and however meerly a good intention ground- 
ed upon a culpable ignorance can excuſe none from Idolatry, ov 
any other fault, ( which as it is often preſſed by Proteſt ants, is tree- 
ly granted by Catholicks.) Yet ſince Dail (and, I ſuppole, other 
Proteſtants with him) doth allow, not an abſolutely certain, but a 
reaſonable, tho? miſtaken. ground or motive of Adoration, ſuffici- 
ent for avoiding the juſt imputation of Idolatry, [upon which ac- 
count a Diſciple adoring with divine worſhip a perſon very much 
reſembling our Saviour, when he was upon Earth; or, ſuppoſing 
a conſecrated Hoſt truly adorable, one, who adores an. Holt placed 
on the Altar, and. by ſome deficiency in the Prieſt, not truly conſc- 
crated, 1s freely abſolved by them herein from committing any Ido- 
latry. See betore $. 8. ] Hence therefore if Catholicks cax produce 
a rational ground of their apprehending Chriit preſent in the Encha- 
ri, tho' poſſibly miſtaken 1n it, they are to.be excuſed from Idola- 
try , upon the ſame terms. 

(1.) Now here firſt ; the Lutherans being allowed to have ſuch 
a_ plauſible ground or motive for their Adoration, whereby they 
become by other Proteſtants abſolved from Idolatry in adoring our 
Lord as preſent there, (only their Adoration izutile ( faith Daille ) 
& tombent en neant,) I ſee not why the ground of Rowan Catholics 
{ſhould be any whit leſs valued than theirs. For, if we compare the 
one's Con-- with the other's Trans--ſubſtantiation, the later ſeems 
more agreeable to our Lord's words, Hoc eſt Corpus meum ; and to 
the molt plain literal obvious ſenſe thereof, Hoc «ft Corps meum, 
by a change of the Bread, rather than, Hoc e#t Corpus menm, by a 
conjunction with the Bread ; and therefore is the Roman equalled 
with, or elſe preferred before, the Lutheran ſenſe by many Pro- 
teſtants, that are neutral and diſſent from-both, [ Lowgins Conſub- 
Stantiatorum ( faith Biſhop Forbes, de Euchar. 1, 1.c. 4 Q. 5.) quam 
Tranſubſtantiatorum ſemtentiam a Chriſti werbis recedere, ſive litera 
ſpettetur, ſive ſenſus, affirmat R. Hoſpinianus & ceteri Calviniani. 
communiter. And Hoſpinian.. Hiſtor. Sacram, 2. part. fol. 6. _ 
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of Luther, ——Errorem errore commutavit, nec videns ſuam opini= 
onem non habere plus, imo etiam minus coloris, quam Scholaſticorum 
& Pape. And ſee the ſame judgment of the Helvetian Miniſters, 
and Calvin, apud Hoſpinian. f. 212. ] But next ; Catholicks found- 
ing their Adoration not on 'Tranſubſtantiation, but on Corporal 
Preſence, the ſame common ground of this they have with L#- 
therans, Viz. our Lord's words implying ; and {0 it muſt excuſe both,. 


or neither. 


(2.) Laying aſide this.compariſon, let us view more particular-S- 24s- 


ly what rational ground Catholicks exhibit of this their belief of a 
Corporal Preſence in the Euchariſt, and ſo of Adoration. 

T. This their Ground then of fuch a Corporal Preſence in the 
Euchariſt ( after a poſſibility thereof, granted alſo by ſober Prote- 


ſtants * ) is pretended to be Divine Revelation, and if it be 10 as +$eeGuite 


retended, then no argument from our ſenſes, and againſt it,. va- # CR 
Very, _ 


lid : ) and that ( as was ſaid but now) taken in its molt plain, lite- 
ral, natural, and grammatical ſenſe, in the words, Hoc eſt Corpms 
meum ; 10 often iterated in the Goſpel, and again by S. Pasxl, with- 
out any variation or change, or explication of that which yet is pre- 
tended by. Calvinifts to be a metaphorical exprefſhon ; and ſuch, if 
we will believe them, as this, that the Church is his Body, Eph. 1.23. 
or, He the true Vine, Joh.15.1. A great argument this, (the Apoſtles. 
punctual retaining (till, in their expreſſing the Inſtitution thereof, 
the ſame language and words) that our Lord intended it literally, 


-ashe ſpoke it. Pretended allo to be Divine Revelation from many 


other Scriptures, ( the citing and preſſing of which takes up all Bel- 
larmir's firſt Book de Euchariſtia, to which I reter the inquiſitive 
Reader: ) but eſpecially from the Diſcourſe Jo. 6. Which Apoſtle 
writing his Goſpel ſo late, when the Communion of our Lord's Boe 
dy and Blood was ſo much frequented and celebrated in the 
Church, ſeems therefore to have omitred the mention of it at all 
ia his ſtory of the Paſhon, and the time of its firſt Inflitution+z 
becauſe he had dilated ſo much upon it before in relating a Sermon 
of our Lord's made in Galilee about the time of the yearly Feaſt 
of cating the Paſchal Lamb, Jo. 6. 4, &'c. —— The literal and grams 
onatical ſenſe of which Divine Revelation ( ſaith Dr. Taylor, Liberty 
of Propheſying, $. 20. p. 2 58.) if that ſenſe were intended, would wars 
raxt Catholicks to do wiolence to all the Sciences in the circle. And 
that Tranſubſtantiation is openly and violently agaia(t aatural Rea» 
ſon, would be no argument to make them disbelieve , who believe 
the wiyſtery of the Trinity in all thoſe: niceties. of explication. which 
are in. the Schools, (. and which now adays: paſs. for the Doctrine of 
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the Church,) [ or he might have ſaid, which are in the Athanaſian 
Creed, ] with as much violence to th? principles of natural and ſuper- 
natural Philoſophy, as can be imagined to be in the point of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. Andelſewhere ( Real Preſexce, p. 240.) ſaith, as who 
will not ſay? That if it appear, that God hath affirmed Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, he for his part will bura all his Arguments againſt it, 
and make puvlick Amends. 

IT. Again ; Catholicks have for their Rational ground of following 
this ſenſe, in oppoſition to any other given by SeCtaries, the De- 
claration of it by the moſt Supreme and Univerſal Chnrch- Authority 
that hath been aflembled in former times for the deciſion of this 
controyerſie long before the birth of Proteſtantiſm ; a brief account 
of: which Councils, to the number of {ven or eizht (if the 2d. Ni- 
cene [ Aft. 6.tom. 3.] be reckoned with the reit ) before that of 
Trept, all agreeing in the fame ſentence, fee concerning the Guide 
in Controverſy, Diſc. 1.4. 57, &c. [ Out of the number of which 
Councils {aid to ettabliſh ſuch a Doctrine, as Biſhop Coſizs, Hiſt. 
Tranſ:b.c. 7. p. 149. after many others, hath much laboured to 
ſubduct the great Lateraz Council under [anocent 3. upon pretence 
of the reputed Canons thereof their being propoſed therein ozly by 


Mr. Dod- the Pope, but zot paſſed or confirmed M4 the Conncil ; {o another late 


wel Conſi- ” | 
eras; Proteſtant Writer upon another Prote 


ant interelt, viz, out of the 


preſent con- 3d, Canon of the ſame Council, chargizg not only the Pope but the 
cerument. Conncls themiclves, and the Catholick Religion, as invading the 


_4Sqi:.Þ 
165. 


C. 26. 


. . . . . 0 
Rights of Princes, hath with much diligence very well vindicated 


theſe Canons againſt the others, as the txue Afts of this Great AL. 
ſembly, and not only the deligns of the Pope ; and copioully 
ſhewed them ( as in truth they were)) owned as ſuch, both in the 
ſame, and the tollowing times. And thus the Doctrine of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation in this Council is firmly eſtabliſhed, whilſt Catho- 
licks contend, in the other Canon concerning Secular Powers, the 
Senle of the Council is by Proteſtants miſtaken. 

Now upon this, I ask what more reaſonable or ſecure courſe in 
matters of Religion, / whether as to Faith or Prattice ) can a pri- 
vate and truly humble Chriſtian take, than, where the ſenſe of a 
Divine Revelation is diſputed, to ſubmit to that interpretation 
thereof, which the Supremeſt Authority in the Church, that hath 
been heretofore convened about ſuch matters, hath ſo often and al- 
ways 1n the ſame manner decided to him ; and fo to act according 
to its InjunQions ? 

ITE. But, if theſe Councils be declined as not being fo ancient as 
lome may expect ; z. e. not held before ſome controverſy. hapned 
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in the Church touching the point they decided, Catholicks fill 
have another very Rational ground of ſuch a ſenſe of the Divine 
Writ, viz. the evident teſtimony of the more Primitive times. Which 
that they have conveyed the Tradition of fuch a ſ{cnſe to the pre- 
{ent Church, and to theſe former Councils, ( to repeat what hath 
been faid already in Conſiderations On the Council of Trext, $. 321. 


2. 1. becauſe perhaps by ſcarcity of copies that Book may come to. 


few hands) 1 think will be clear to any one, not much intereſſed, 
that ſhall at his leiſure ſpend a few hours in a publick Library to 
read, entire, and not by quoted parcels, the diſcourſes on this Sub- 
ject ; Of St. Ambroſ. de Myſter. init. cap. 9. --- the Author de Sacra- 
mentis, aſcribed to the fame Father, 4. /. 4, and 5. Chapters. 
=--Cyril. Hieroſol. Catecheſ. Myſtageg. 4, & 5. ---Chryſoſt in Matt. 
Hom. 83. ---In Af. Hom. 21. ---In 1 Cor. Hom. 24. ---Gree. Niſſen. 
Orat. Catechet. ch. 36, 37. --- Euſeb. Emiſſen. or Ceſarius Arelatenſis 
de Paſchate, Serm. 5, ---=Hilarins Pitav. de Trinitate, the former 
part of the 8rh, Book. ---C'pril. Alexand. in Evangel. Joan. l. 10. c. 
13. Concerning the authenticalneſs of which pieces enough allo 
hath been ſaid elſewhere. 
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IV. In a conſequence of, and ſucceſſion from, this doctrine of $. 27: 


thoſe Primitive times, and of the late# Councils of the Church, 
when this Point was brought into ſome Diſpute and Controverſie, 
a Catholick hath for a Rational ground of his Faith, and practice, 
the univerſal doftrine and pradtice of the later both Eaſtern and Weſt- 
ern Churches till Luther's time, and at the preſent allo, excepting 
his followers. For the Eaſtern Churches ( diſputed by ſome Pro- 
teſtants) both their belief of a corporal preſexce with the Symbols, 
and practice of Adoration, fee what hath been faid at large in the 
Guide in Controverſy, diſs. 3.c. 8. ( where allo are exhibited the 
teftimontes of many learned Proteſtants freely conceding it) and 
again, in Copſiderations on the Council of Trent, Q .321. 2. 22. P. 
313. and 2.9. f.294. Seealfo the late eminent evidences of the 
Faith and PraQtice of theſe Eaftern Churches at this day, collected 
by Monſieur Arnaud, in his two replies to C/ande ; a brief account 
whereof alſo is given in the Guide, Diſc. 3. Q. $1. 2.2, &c. In 
which matter ( whereas one of the chiztc!t and commoneſt Pleas 
of Proteſtants is the Greek and Eaſtern Churches their according 
with them, whereby they ſeem to out-nuniber the Roman ) if any 
will but take the courage, notwithitandiag his ſecular Interelt, 
candidly to examin it, I doubt not he will receive a full Satif- 
faction. | 
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Laſtly, ſee D. Bloxdel ( one much eftecmed by Proteſtants, for 
his knowledge in ancient Church-Hittory ) granting an alteration 
in the Doctrine concerning our Lord's Preſence in the Eucharilt 
(an Alteration he means from that which is now maintained by 
Proteſtants, and was by the tormer Antiquity ) begun in the Gree#t 
* Eſclaire- Church after 4. D. 754. * z. e. begun Jo foon as any diſpute hapned 
_ in the Eaftern Church concerning this Preſexce ; which dilpute 
chariſtie c, Was ſkirt occalion'd there upon an Argument which was taken 
15. from the Euchariſt, and urged againſt Images by the Council of 

Conſtantinople, under Con#tantins Copronymmns, and was contradicted 
by Damaſcen, and {hortly by the 24. Niceze Council. In which 
opinion of the 24. Nice Council and Damaſcen, Blondel treely ac- 
knowledgeth the Greek Churches ro have continued to this day. 
* See 1454, DEC + 16. p. 399. Again, granting an Alteration in the ſame Do- 
c. 18, Qrine (as1s ſaid before) begun in the Weitern Church 4. D.*$15.* 
. e, as ſoon as the like diſpute hapned about this Point in the We- 
ſtern Parts : which diſpute there was occaſioned by the Council 
held at Franifort under Charles the Great, oppoſing the expreſſions 
of the foreſaid Conſtartinopolitan Council in like manner as the 
24, Nicene Council had done before. Laſtly, if we ask him, what 
this Alteration in the Eaſt firſt, and afterward in the Welt, was ; 
1. He maketh it much-what the fame in both. And then he 
explains it to be a kind of Impanation, or Conſubſtantiation, or 
Aſſumption of the Bread by our Lord Chriit. His words, c. 19. are 
theſe Des ” An. 818. &c. —— Some among the I atins did ( as it 
were in imitation of the Greek) conceive a kind of Conſnbſtantiation, 
partly like, partly unlike, to what many Germains [ he means Lu- 
therans ] now maintain ; which, to ſpeak properly, ought to be called 
Impanation, or Aſſumption of the Bread by the Word of God. And 
C. 20. he goes on, ----The opinion of Paſchaſius, [ whom he makes 
Leader in the Weſtern, as Damaſcen in the Greek Church ] had 
advanced before A. D. goo. an Impanation of the Word, fortified 
end getting credit by degrees ; the eſtabliſhment of which ( ſaith he p. 
440. ) both Damaſcen azd Paſchaſius deſgned. Wherein ( he faith 
P+ 441. ) they ſuppoled a kind of Identity between the Sacra- 
ment and the Natural Body of Chriſt, founded upon the inhabi- 
tation of the Deity in them; which at laſt produced, he faith, 
- - 662 20008 of Tranſubſtantiation, under Pope Innocent the 
ird, 
_ Herethen r. We ſce granted,both of the Greek and Latiz Church, 
the ſame Tenent. 2. We may obſerve, that this Tenent of Im- 
>, Panation he impoſeth on them, when well examined, is "_-_ 
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much more groſs and abſurd than that of Tranſubſtaxtiation : For 
which-ſce what 15 ſaid in Bellarmin, de Euchary. l. 3.c. 13.% 15.0r 
in Suarez, de Sacrament. Diſp.49. But 3. ſee in Conſiderarions on the 
Council of Trent Q. 321. n. 13. and ». 16. &c. that this Doctrine of 
Damaſcen and rthe-Greek Church, and afterwards of Paſchaſizes and 
the Latin, before Innocent the Third's time, wes plata Trantubitan- 
tiation ; and is miſrepreſented by Blonde! for Impanation ; and 
therefore never hath the Grcek Church kitherto had any contelt 
or claſhing with the Romaz concerning this point. And fee the 
conceſſions alſo of other Proteſtants very frequent and more 
candid, of Tranſubſtantiation held by the Greek Churches of later 
times, as well as by the Roman, produced in the Rational Account 
concernin? the Guide in Controverſies, Dilc. 3.c.8. 4. Laſtly, thele 
Churches, in which, he ſaith, ſuch an Alteration was made trom 
the former DoCtrine of Antiquity, deny it at all fo to be ; and at 
firm, that, when ſome new opinions appeared, they maintained 
and vindicated it as the Doctrine of the Fathers ; their Proots of it 
being alſo extracted out of the Fathers Teſtimonies, Now then 
to {tand againſt fuch a ftrong ſtream of both Eait and Weſt run- 
ning conſtantly in this courſe, ſeems to Catholicks, with S. Auſtin 
very unreaſonable. —— Similiter etiam ( faith he, Epiſt. 118. Ja- 
nuario ) ſiquid horum tota per orbem frequentat Eccleſia: nam & 
hinc, quin ita faciendum ſit, diſþutare, inſolentiſ/tme inſanie ſt. And, 
——Greci omnes ( {aith Biſhop Forbes, de Euchar. |. 2.C.2.) [ as 
well as the Rozax Church ] adoraat Chriſtum in Euchariſtia : Et 
quis auſit omnes hos Chriſtianos Idololatrie arceſſere & dammnare ? 
| V. Laſtly ; beſides this great Body, Catholicks have ſince Ls- S 28. 
| ther's tiine, inthe Reformation, no {mall number of Proteſtants, I 
| mean {uch as arethe genuine Sons of the Church of Ezgland, pro- 
ceeding thus far, as to confeſs both a Real Preſence of our Lord's 
Body and Blood in the Euchariſt, and Adoration of it as preſent 
there ; a real preſence of it to each worthy Receiver, tho? not to 
the Elements. And Hooker, it he miſtook not the Doctrine ot the 
| Church of Exgland in his time, ſaith, Eccleſ. Pol. I. 5. $. 67. 
——Wherefore ſhould the world continue ſtill diſtratted, and rent with 
fo many manifold Contentions, when there remaineth now no Contro- 
verſy, ſaving only about the ſubjeft where Chriſt is ? === Nor doth 
any thing reſt doubtful in this, but whether, when the Sacrament tis ad- 
miniſtred, Chriſt be whole within Man only, or elſe his Body and Blood 
be alſo externally ſeated in the very conſecrated Elements themſelves. 
So that, if Hooker and his party are in the right, Catholicks do not _ 
miſtake Chriſt's Body as preſent in a place where it is not-z but _ .. 
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only in thinking it in that preſent to one thing, the Elements, 
when it is ſo only to another, the Receiver -of them. But then 
the ſame Catholicks have another half of the Reformation, wiz, 
all the Lutheraz Proteſtants, that affirm, with the Romarx Church, 
Chriſt's Body preſent allo to the Elements, or Symbols. And ce 
Mr.Thorzdike alſo, Epilog. 1. 3.6. 3. much tor this preſence of Chrilt's 
Body to be zz, with, or under the Elements, immediately upon, and 
by the conſecration of them, ( which conlecration alſo he placeth 
(1. 3. 4.c.p. 24.) in the bleſſing of the Elements before the brea's- 
ing, &c. mentioned betore $. 7.). Look back now upon all theſe 
Pleas of Catholicks, and fee if rhey will not make up at lealt a rea» 
ſonable gr0und or motive of their Adoration. A reaionable ground ; 
I fay not here ( what I might) ſufficient to ſecure their faith from 
all ſuſpicion of error, but ( which ſerves my purpoſe ) to ſecure 
them trom Idolatry in their Adoration, tho* they ſhould be mi- 
{taken ;, when as other perſons, becauſe proceeding on like rea- 
{onable motives, are by Proteſtants, in their Adoration of a miltaken 
Preſence, or.Object, excuſed from it; (See before $. 8.) As, for 
example, the Lutheran ; the Adorer of one much relembling our 
Lord here on Earth ; the Adorer of an uncontecrated Hoſt, or Wafer 
placed on the Altar, &c. eſpecially when Catholicks in crediting 
{uch divine Revelation of Chriſt's Preſence, and fo for their Adoratt- 
on, receive no contradiction ( as it is pretended they «o ) trom their 
ſenſes : becauſe they adore, 1 mean with divine Adoration, nothing 
viſible, or {caſtble at all, nor any ſubſtance inviſible wherein any F, 
thing that occursto their ſenſes inheres ; but only uaderitand Chrilt's F 
Body preſent there, where their ſenſes can no way certainly, and 
againitany pretended divine Revelation, inform them, cicher when 
it is preſent, or not; ſince [alvi omnibus phenoments, all appearances 
granted molt true, ſuch a Preſence is pothble. | 
| 5,29. Theſe rational Grounds of Catholicks for Adoration, which we 
| expected ſhould have been molt triftly examined by thols who Þ / 
conclude the Romaz practice herein Idolatry, are {lightly paſſed C 
over by Dailk, in pronouncing that thus error of Catholicks ent | 
tonte enttere de leur paſſion, Apolog. des Eglis Reform..c. 11.Þp, 9o. 4 
And after in reducing all their ground thereof to a —— /a ſeule au- | 7 
thorite du Pape & de ſon Concile : and by Dr. Taylor, Real Pref. $. 13. 6 
P. 346. in calling them =---- ſome triflizg pretences mage ont of ſome i P 


ſayings of the Fathers, Elſewhere indeed, when he was wu a more Hf 
charitable temper { Liberty of Propheſ. p. 258.) he. faith, That 7 
for a motive to ſuch an opinion, Roman Catholicks have a divixe 8 


Revelation, whoſe literal and grammatical Senſe, if that Senſe, was 
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intended, would warrant them to do violence to all the Sciences in the 
Circle : but prudently there omits their Plea of Catholick Traditt- 
on, ſecuring to them tuch a literal ſenſe of the Text. Dr. Stilling- 
fleet ( Rom: Idol. c. 2. 4. 7.) faith firſt, That, if a miſtake in 
this caſe will excuſe the Romaniſt, it would excuſe the groſſeſt Tiglatry 
in the World, And in compariag two perſons, one worſhipping 
Chriſt as really preſent in the Sun, another, Chriſt as really pre- 
ſent in the Sacrament, he fairh, as inconſiderately as magiſtert- 
ally, That ſuppoſing a miſtake in both, we are not to enquire into 
the reaſons of the miſtake, [ 1. e. as he ſaith: before, concerning the 
probability of the one miltake, more than of the other ] but the 
influence it hath upon our actions. So-he, But, what is more mant- 
feſt, than that the influence which a miſtake hath upon our aCti- 
ons, as to making them culpable or innocent, is not always the 
ſame, but very various, and often contrary ; rendring them ſome- 
-ines blamelets, ſometimes taulty,- according as the miſtake is ex- 
\r in--excuſable ? Next, he grants 1b:d. $. 5. a Catholick Tradition 
If Tranſubſtantiationto be a {ufficient ground for Adoration : But 
-he Carholick Tradition that 15 rar, here necellary for Adorati- 
on, is only that of a corporal Prelence. Now, for a ſufficient evi- 
dence of ſuch a Tradition, TI refer the conſciencious Reader to what 
hath been {aid before, waving that of Tranſfubſtantiation as to this 
Controverſy, tho* the ſame Catholick- Tradition authorizeth both; 


' namely, a corporal Preſence by a- mutation of the Elements into 


our Lord's Body. 'Fhis from $. 24. Of the Rational grounds Catho- 
licks have for their Adoration. 

8/3. For ſuch Rational grownads therefore of their worſhip as are 
here given (and zot from any exceff.of Charity, or from the ſingu- 
lar Faxcies of ſome few, tho" learned men, as Dr. Srillingfleet, in his 
Pretace to Roman Idolatry would infinuate}). Idolatry is by many Pro- 


Fl 


ie{/ants of late, either xt at all, or but faintly charged on the Church 


| of Rome. For firſt, ſee Mr. Thorndike in his Epilogue, 3.1. 30. C. 


P. 350. I ſay firſt ( faith he') that the Adoration of the Eucha- 
rift, which the Church of Rome preſcribeth, is not tiecefſarily Taolatry. 
I [ay not, what it may be accid:mtaily by that intention which ſome men 
may conceal, and may make it Idolatry as to God : but I ſpeak upon ſup- 
poſition of that intention, which the profeſſion of the Church formeth. 
And in his Juſt Weights, c. 19.p. 125. ---- They who give the ho- 
nour proper to God to his Creature, are Idolaters ;, they that worſhip 
the Hoſt give the honour due to God to his Creature : this is taken for a 
Demonitration, that the worſhip of the Hoſt is Idolatry: But will 


any Papiſt acknowleage, that he honours the Elements of the Encha- 
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riſt, or, as he thinks, the Accidents of them. for God? Will common 
Reaſon charge him to honour that, which he believes not to be there ? 
If they were there, they would not take them for God; and therefore 
thy would not honocr them for God : And that is it ( not ſaying that 
they ſhould be Idolaters if the Elements did remain) that muſt make 
them Tlolaters. And Epilogue p. 357. in genzral he. faith ; 
Wheſo admits Idolatry, (1,e. in any point whatever ] -70 be 
taught by the Roman Church, can by no means grant it to be a Church; 
the very being whereof ſuppoſeth the worſhip of one Gad, excluſive to 
any thing elſe. The Roman Church, then, mult cither be irced from 
che imputation of commanding any thing that is Idolatry, (7. e, a- 
doration of a creature for God-) : or we mult affirm, there to be, 
and to have been, no true. Church of Chriſt, never ſince ſuch com- 
mand of that which they ſay is [dolatry went forth, ( which noju- 
dicious Proteſtant, I think, hath or dare ſay of the Roman Church, 
ſince the beginning of the Adoration of the Eucharitt : ) For what 
Church or Sect of Religioncan be Apottate at all, if not a Church 
committing, and commanding Idolatry ; even the worſhipping of 
a. piece of Bread, which themſelves made, for that God which 
made them and Heaven and Earth. 

And thus Biſhop Forbes, de Enchar. 1. 2.c.2. Perperam aphAantpen 
Romanenfibus a pleriſque Proteſtantibus objicitur, & ili Idololatrie 
crafſiſſime & graviſſime ab. his inſimulantur & dannantur ; cum ple- 
rique Romanenſes, ut & alit fideles, credant panem conſecratum 0:4 
elſe amplins panem, ſed corpus Chriſtt ; nnde ill non panem adorant : 

ed tantum ex ſuppoſitione, licet falſa, non tamen heretica, aut impia, 
wel cum fide, dirette pugnante, ut. ſuperiore libro oftenſum eſt, Chri#ti 
corpus, quod were adorandumeit, adorant. In Euchariitia enim men- 
te diſcernendum eſſe Chriſtums a viſibilt ſigno docent ipſi ; & Chriſtum 
quidem adorandum eſſe, non tamen Sacramentum, quia ſpecies ille ſunt 
res create & inanimes, & conſequenter incapaces adorationis, And 
Tbid. ſhewing the Greek and Eaſtern Church, as well as the Ro- 
man, to. uleit, he concludes, Quis auſit omnes hos Chriſtianos Ido- 
lolatrie. arceſſere & damaare? Aﬀeer the ſame manner the Archbi- 
ſhop of Spalato, de Repub. Ecclef. 7.1. 11.C. n. 6, Reſponder 
(faith he) me nullum idololatricum crimen in adoratione Enchariſtie, 
ſs rettediripatur intentio, agnoſcere. Qui enim docent, panem non elſe 
anplins panem, ſed corpus Chriſti, illi profetto panem non adorant : 
ſea ſolum ex ſuppoſitione, licet falſa, Chriſti corpus vire agorabile a- 
dox ant. - Non enim noitri dicunt ſpecies panis & wvint, hos eft, acci- 


aentia ills eſſe adoranaa. 
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Biſhop Bramhal, cited before, $. 6. ——The Sacrament is to be 
adored, ſaid the Council of Trent. The Sacrament, 1. e. formally 
the Body and Blood of Chrift ſay ſome of your Authors : we ſay the 
ſame. The Sacrament, 1. e. the ſpecies of Bread and Wine ſay 
others : that we deny. Thus he. 

D. Taylor, in his Liberty of Propheſying, p. 258. confeſſeth the: 
SubjeRs of the Church of Rewe no Idolaters in this kind ; at leaſt” 
{0 as to worſhip Bread or any creature with Divine Worſhip, and 
as God : For, It is evideut, faith he, that the Obje&t of their 
Adoration ( that which is repreſented to them in their minds, thetr 
thoughts, and purpoſes, ana by which God principally, if not ſolely, 
takes eſtimate of humane attions ) in the Bleſſed Sacrament, i the' 
only true and-eternal God, hypoſt atically joynea with his holy Huma- 
nity ; which Humanity they believe attually wnder the weil of the' Sa- 
cramental ſigns. And if they thought Him not preſent, they are ſo 
far from worſhipping the Bread in this caſe, that themſelves profeſs 
it to be Iaolatry to do ſo; which is a demonſtration that their ſoul hat} 
nothing in it that is idololatrical, [ i.e. as to the directing this their 
divine worſhip to an undue object. ] 

Which things if ſaid right by him and the others, the ſame Dr.S. 37;- 
Taylor is faulty in his charge in Real Preſence, p. 334. Faulty I fay, 
in charging on the Church of Rowe, not their worſhip of a right 
ObjeCt in a iome- way unlawful and prohibited manner, this we 
are not here examining ; but their worſhip of an- undue Object of 
Adoration, of a creature inſtead of God : for ſo he chargeth them 
there. If (faith he there) they be deceived in their own ſtritt' 
Article, | he means of Tranſubitantiation, ] then zt is certain, they 
commit an att of Iaolatry in giving divine hoxour to a mere creature, 
the image, the Sacrament and repreſentment of the Body of Christ, 
Thus he. When it # evident that the Objef, &Cc. is the only true 
and eternal God, &c. as he ſaid before in the place cited, and mulſt* 
lay if he will ſay truth. So, faulty is alſo Daille, ( Reply to Chan-- 
»ont, P. 63.) in his charging the Church of Rowe to: worſhip 
Bread, upon this arguing : Catholices agore that ſubſtance that is' 
veiled with the accidents of Bread and Wine; but this ſubſtance is 
Bread :. Ergo they adore Bread. By which arguing he may as well 
prove the Lutherans in the Euchariit to adore a -Worm or a Mite, 
thus: The Lutherans adore that {ubſtancs which is joyned with 
the Bread ; but that ſubſtance is a Worm or Mite : ( for ſuch thing 
may be there with the Bread at ſuch time of- Adoration) Ergo, _ 
they adore a Worm. Whereas both the Catholick and - Lutheran © 
«plain the indefinite term [ that which, ] uled in the wajor Proporw © 
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ſition, reſtriftively to the Body of Chriſt, and excluſively to any o- 
ther ſubſtance whatever, that is, or may be, there, either with the 
Bread, or under its accidents, Faulty allo is Dr. Srilling et, Rom. 
Taol.c. 2, in ſaying the Proteſtants controverſie with Catholicks is ; 
Whether proper Divine Worſhip, in the time of receruing the Encha- 
ri#, may be given to the Elements on the account of a corporal Pre- 
ſence under them, p. 117. And, as for the paſlage in the Coun- 
cil of Trext, ſeſſ. 13.c. 5. urged by him there for it, his miſtake 
is ſhewed betore, $. 12. And fo, taulty, in his concluding, p.118. 
That the immediate terns of that Divine Worſhip given by Ca- 
tholicks, is the external and wiſible ſigns or elements. And again, 
Pp. 124. That, upon the principles of the Roman Church, no Man 
can be ſatisfied that he worſhips not a mere creature with divine ho- 
nour, when he gives Adoration to the Hoit : | whenas Catholicks 
expound themſelves to mean by Hoſt in their Adoration, not 
the Symbols, or Sacramentum, but rem Sacramenti.] Again, p. 
125, 127, 129. ——That, ſuppoſing the Divine Nature preſent in 
any thing, gives no ground upon that account to give the ſame worſhip 
to the thing wherein it is preſent. ] [ <atholicks grant this as much 
as he: and doth not himſelf fay ſeveral times, That Catholicks 
condemn the worſhipping of a mere creature for Idolatry ? } See Q. 4. 
p. 120, —1If ( faith he) it ſhould be but a mere creature [ that I a- 
dore, ] all the World cannot excuſe me from Idolatry, and my own 
Church [ he means the Roman ] condemns me ; all agreeing that this 
is groſs Idolatry. Again ; p. 119, It is (faith he) a prixciple i#- 
diſputable among them, | 1. e. Catholicks, ] that to give proper divine 
honour to a creature is Idolatry. Again; p. 126. he faith, ——he 
finds it generally agreed by the Dottors of the Roman Church, that the 
Flumane Nature of Chri# conſidered aloae, [ i.e. without an Hypolta- 
tical union to the Divinity, ] ought not to have divine honour given 
t6 it : | and therefore neither any other creature whatever, that is 
not Hypoſtatically united, as none beſides It is. } All theſe, I fay, 
faulty and miſtaken in charging the Church of Rowe with this 
ſpecies of Tdolatry, of worſhipping a creature [ the Brea/ ] inftead 
of Chriſt ; from which the other Proteſtants clear it. 

Laſtly, Dr. Hammond, in his Treatiſe of Idolatry, F. 64. upon 
ſuppoſition that the ignorance or error of Catholicks is grounded 
on miſunderſtanding of Scripture, [1 add, ſo expounded to them by 
the ſupreme Church- Authority, ] ſeems to charge them rather with 
a material than a formal Idolatry ; which material Idolatry in ma- 


-*-— ny cafes is 'or may be committed without fin ; as alſo material 


Adultery, and the like, His words are ; ——That if it be demand- 
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«a, Whether in this caſe, that their ignorance or error be grounded oy 
miſunderſtanding of Scripture, this ho ſimple and not profs ignorance 
may ſerve for a ſufficient antidote to allay the poiſon of ſuch a ſin of 
material, tho" perhaps in them not formal, Idolatry, &c. becauſe i 
they were not verily perſwaded that it were God, they profeſs they would 
never think of worſhipping it ? he had no neceſſity 10 define and ſa- 
tisfie it, betng only to conſider what Idolatry is ; and not how excuſable 
ignorance or miſt ake can make it. And indeed Proteſtant Writers, that 
will have it to be Idolatry, are concerned to make it ſuch a gentle 
one, as that the practice thereof, died in, and it neither particular- 
ly confeſſed, nor repented of, yet excludes not from Salvation; or 
elſe they muſt damn all thoſe who lived in the viſible communion 
of the Church Catholzck tor five or ſix hundred years, by their own 
confeſlion. 

. Mean-while Catholicks willingly grant to Proteſtants that, S. 33 
for which Daz{k's Apology of the Reformed Chnrches, c.2.p.98. much 
contendeth in their behalf: That to Adore that which the Adorer 
believes not to be our Lord, but Bread ; or to perform the external 
ſigns of Adoration to our Lord as preſent there, where the wor- 
ſhipper bclieves he is not, is anlawtul to be done by any, fo long 
as the perſon continues fo perſwaded : For, Conſcientia erronea obli- 
gat. But then, it we fugpoſe the Church j»//y requiring ſuch 
Adoration upon ſuch a true Preſence of our Lord ; neither will the 
ſame perſon be free from finning greatly in his following ſuch his 
conſcience, and in his not adoring : diſobedience to the Churches 
juſt commands being no light offence. Neither for the yiclding 
{uch obedience in general 1s it neceſſary that the Churches Syb- 
jets be abſolutely certain of the rightneſs or lawfulneſs of the 
Churches Decrees or Commands : For, thus, the more ignorant in 
{piritual matters and the things commanded that any perſon is, 
the more free and releaſed ſhould he be trom all obedience ; the 
contrary of which is true. But ſufficient it is even 1a the ſtating of 
judicious Proteſtant Divines, when writing againſt Puritans, (ſee 

Conſiderations on the Conncil of Trent, Q. 295. 2. 3, 4.) that ſich 
perſons be.not abſolutely certain that the Churches commands are-. 
unjuſt, aud that they do in ſomething demonitratively contradict 
God's Law : which plain contradiction, if a private perſon can ſee 
it, 'tis ſtrange the Church {hould not. And as to this particular 
matter, after the Churches motives of Adoration, that are deliver- 
ed before, Q. 24, &c. well conſidered, I leave the Reader to judge, 
whether ſuch a pretended certainty can have any ſolid ground, It 
is better indeed to forbear an attign, when we.are.not certain of the: 
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lawfulnefs thereof,” provided that we are certain; that 4n ſuch for- * 
bearance We do. not fin. But thus certain of our not figoing"in © 
& ſuch forbearance we cannor. be, concerning-any thing hat is *em+ 
# joyned us by.our - lawful and Canonical Superiors ; »whgm we: are; 
- obliged to obey :' unleſs ( as hath been ſaid.) we ar&*firlt certain - 
= that ſuch their-command.js unlawful. IN. 24 
- » And hitherto of this Controverſie ; - where 'the * Two- main 
= things that ſeem worthy tq be examined, by any Chriſtian, who - 
-- in this point ſeeks ſatisfaction, are, rx. Whether the Roman Cas * 
+ tholick's grounds of. believing Chriſt's Corporal Preſence. in the Eu- 
> --Chariſt, with-the Symbols, are ſolid and true. 2. And next ; Whes 
> ther this Church, for any ones enjojing her Communion, exatts more 
* of him, than the confefng that-Chritt as preſent there # alſo there 
*F tobe adored: Whilit mean-while ſuch perſon renounceth and des 
© - clares againft any adoration, or, if you will, co-adoration -of 'the 
ſpecies, or any other thing whatever there preſent, with any La+ , 
£ + >3ri4' gx lupreme worſhip, proper-or umproper, or with any other 
&#--. honour or reverence, ſave only ſuch an jaferior veneration as is 
Ss Exhibited by us to. other Hay Things. 
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